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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Tuesday, September 21, 1993 
The House met at 12 noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray
er: 

0 gracious God, we know Your world 
exhibits the variety of a bountiful cre
ation-with peoples of all backgrounds, 
with varying styles and abilities, with 
all the conflicting interests and ambi
tions. Teach us, O God, to see more 
clearly that which binds us together as 
one people, to share more honestly our 
hopes and dreams, to support each 
other in every time of need, and, at all 
times, to sense that we all have been 
created by Your hand to do the works 
of justice and of truth and of peace. In 
Your name, we pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, pursuant to clause 1, rule I, I de
mand a vote on agreeing to the Speak
er's approval of the Journal. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the Chair's approval of the Journal. 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. BURTON of In
diana) there were-ayes 8, noes 18. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Under the provisions 
of clause 5, rule I, the Chair will post
pone this vote until the end of the day. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak

er, I have a parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 

state it. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak

er, if there has been a division, can the 
Chair postpone the vote on the J our
nal? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. MAZZOLI] made a point 
of order that a quorum was not present 
and objected to the division vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present. 
Under those' proceedings if a quorum is 
not present, the yeas and nays are or
dered automatically, unless the ques
tion is postponed by the Chair &.s per
mitted by clause 5(b), rule I. 

MOTION TO ADJOURN 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak

er, I move that the House do now ad
journ. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I object to the vote on the ground 
that a quorum is not present and make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 11, nays 376, 
not voting 46, as follows: 

Allard 
Baker (CA) 
Brown (CA) 
Burton 

Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 

[Roll No. 435] 

YEAS-11 

Crane 
De Lay 
Doolittle 
Hancock 

NAYS-376 

Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Combest 
Conyers 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeLauro 
Derrick 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 

Rohrabacher 
Stump 
Taylor (NC) 

Ewing 
Farr 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 

Hefley 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
H01,1ghton 
Hoyer 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
lnhofe 
lnslee 
lstook 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E . B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kim 
King 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Ky! 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mazzo Ii 
McCandless 
Mccloskey 
McColl um 
McCrery 

Abercrombie 
Baesler 

Mccurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 

Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-46 

Baker (LA) 
Bentley 

Berman 
Blackwell 

DThis symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 01407 is 2:07 p.m. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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Brown (FL) 
Condit 
Cooper 
DeFazio 
Dell urns 
Deutsch 
Dornan 
Engel 
Everett 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Gejdenson 
Goodling 
Greenwood 

Hefner 
Hinchey 
Kaptur 
Kingston 
Klein 
Matsui 
McDade 
McKinney 
Mfume 
Mineta 
Molinari 
Neal (NC) 
Owens 
Payne (NJ) 

D 1237 

Rangel 
Ridge 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Sanders 
Shaw 
Sisisky 
Stark 
Torres 
Traficant 
Washington 
Wilson 
Zeliff 

Messrs. ANDREWS of Texas, AN
DREWS of New Jersey, MYERS of Indi
ana, and PORTER, Mrs. LOWEY, and 
Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi changed 
their vote from "yea" to "nay." 

So the motion to adjourn was re
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker, be

cause I was unfortunately delayed today at a 
meeting off the hill with Haitian President 
Aristide, I missed one recorded vote. Had I 
been here, I would have voted nay on rollcall 
vote 435. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

FIELDS of Louisiana). The Chair asked 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. HOKE] to 
lead the House in the Pledge of Alle
giance. 

Mr. HOKE led the Pledge of Alle
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a bill of the House of the 
following title: 

H.R. 1513. An act to designate the United 
States courthouse located at 10th and Main 
Streets in Richmond, VA, as the "Lewis F. 
Powell, Jr. United States Courthouse." 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed with amendments in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested, a bill of the House of the fol
lowing title: 

H.R. 2520. An act making appropriations 
for the Department of the Interior and relat
ed agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1994, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the bill (H.R. 2520) ''An act making ap
propriations for the Department of the 
Interior and related agencies for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1994, 
and for other purposes," requests a 
conference with the House on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-

on, and appoints Mr. BYRD, Mr. JOHN
STON, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. 
BUMPERS, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. REID, Mrs. 
MURRAY, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. STEVENS, 
Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. DOMENIC!, Mr. GOR
TON, Mr. HATFIELD, and Mr. BURNS to 
be the conferees on the part of the Sen
ate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills of the following 
titles, in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 597. An act to designate the United 
States courthouse located at 10th and Main 
Streets in Richmond, VA, as the "Lewis F. 
Powell, Jr. United States Courthouse; 

S. 1298. An act to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 1994 for military activities of 
the Department of Defense, for military con
struction, and for defense programs of the 
Department of Energy, to prescribe person
nel strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes; 

S. 1337. An act to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 1994 for military activities of 
the Department of Defense to prescribe per
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed Forces, and for othe1· purposes; 

S. 1338. An act to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 1994 for military construction, 
and for other purposes; 

S. 1339. An act to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 1994 for defense activities of 
the Department of Energy, and for other pur
poses; and 

S. 1381. An act to improve administrative 
services and support provided to the Na
tional Forest Foundation, and for other pur
poses. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to Public Law 102-325, the 
Chair, on behalf of the Republican 
leader, appoints Carolynn Reid-Wal
lace, as a member of the National Com
mission on Independent Higher Edu
cation. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FIELDS of Louisiana) laid before the 
House the following communication 
from the Clerk of the House of Rep
resentatives: 

September 21, 1993. 
Hon. THOMAS s. FOLEY, 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, Wash

ington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per

mission granted in Clause 5 of Rule III of the 
Rules of the U.S. House of Representatives, 
the Clerk received the following message 
from the Secretary of the Senate on Thurs
day, September 16, 1993 at 1:35 p.m.: that the 
Senate passed without amendment H.R. 168 
and H.R. 2431. 

With great respect, I am, 
Sincerely yours, 

DONNALD K. ANDERSON, 
Clerk, House of Representatives. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair desires to announce that, pursu
ant to clause 4 of rule I, the Speaker 
signed the following enrolled bills and 

joint resolutions on Thursday, Septem
ber 16, 1993: 

H.R. 873. An act to provide for the consoli
dation and protection of the Gallatin range; 

H.J. Res. 220. Joint resolution to designate 
the month of August as "National 
Scleroderma Awareness Month," and for 
other purposes; and 

S. 184. An act to provide for the exchange 
of certain lands within the State of Utah, 
and for other purposes. 

S.J. Res. 50. Joint resolution to designate 
the weeks of September 19, 1993, through 
September 25, 1993, and of September 18, 1994, 
through September 24, 1994, as "National Re
habilitation Week"; and 

S.J. Res. 95. Joint resolution to designate 
October 1993 as "National Breast Cancer 
Awareness Month". 

COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIRMAN 
OF COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND 
MEANS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be

fore the House the following commu
nication from the chairman of the 
Committee on Ways and Means: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, September 21, 1993. 

Hon. THOMAS s. FOLEY' 
The Speaker, House of Representatives, H-209, 

The Capitol, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no

tify you pursuant to rule L (50) of the Rules 
of the House, that the Custodian of Records 
of my office has been served with a subpoena 
issued by the United States Court for the 
District of Columbia. 

After consultation with the General Coun
sel to the Clerk, I have determined that com
pliance with the subpoena is consistent with 
the privileges of the House. 

Sincerely yours, 
DAN ROSTENKOWSKI, 

Chairman. 

D 1240 

COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIRMAN 
OF COMMITTEE ON HOUSE AD
MINISTRATION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

FIELDS of Louisiana) laid before the 
House the following communication 
from the chairman of the Committee 
on House Administration: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRATION, 

Washington, DC, September 17, 1993. 
Hon. THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, Washington, 

DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to inform you, 

pursuant to Rule L (50) of the Rules of the 
House, that an employee of the Committee 
on House Administration has been served 
with a subpoena issued by the U.S. District 
Court for the District of Columbia. 

After consultation with the General Coun
sel, I will make the determinations required 
by the Rule. 

With my very best wishes, 
Sincerely, 

CHARLIE ROSE, 
Chairman. 
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COMMUNICATION FROM DAVID L. 

ANDRUKITIS, CLERK, MAJORITY 
ROOM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be
fore the House the following commu
nication from David L. Andrukitis, 
clerk, majority room: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, September 17, 1993. 

Hon. THOMAS s. FOLEY, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, Washington. 

DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to inform you 

pursuant to Rule L (50) of the Rules of the 
House that I was served with a subpoena is
sued by the United States District Court for 
the District of Columbia. 

After consultation with the General Coun
sel. it was determined that compliance was 
consistent with the privileges and precedents 
of the House. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID L. ANDRUKITIS. 

COMMUNICATION FROM LEONARD 
P. WISHART III, DIRECTOR, NON
LEGISLATIVE AND FINANCIAL 
SERVICES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be
fore the House the following commu
nication from Leonard P. Wishart III, 
Director of Non-Legislative and Finan
cial Services: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, September 16, 1993. 

Hon. THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, H-204, U.S. 

Capitol, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no

tify you pursuant to Rule L (50) of the Rules 
of the House that I have been served with a 
subpoena issued by the United States Dis
trict Court. District of Columbia. 

After consultation with the General Coun
sel, I have determined that compliance with 
the subpoena is consistent with the privi
leges and precedents of the House. 

Sincerely, 
LEONARD P. WISHART III, 

Director. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON
ORABLE TOM LANTOS, MEMBER 
OF CONGRESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be
fore the House the following commu
nication from the Honorable TOM LAN
TOS, Member of Congress: 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, September 15, 1993. 

Hon. THOMAS s. FOLEY' 
Speaker, House of Representatives, Washington, 

DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to inform you, 

pursuant to Rule L (50) of the Rules of the 
House that I have been served with a sub
poena issued in a criminal case pending in 
the United States District Court for the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

After consultation with the General Coun
sel, I will make the determination required 
by the rule. 

Cordially, 
TOM LANTOS, 

Member of Congress. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

Stanley for the physical. psychological, and 
economic injuries sustained by him as a re
sult of the administration to him, without 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be- his knowledge, of lysergic acid diethylamide 
fore the House the following commu- by United States Army personnel in 1958. 
nication from the Clerk of the House of SEC. 2. SATISFACTION OF CLAIMS. 

Representatives: The payment made pursuant to section l(a) 
WASHINGTON, DC, shall be in full satisfaction of all claims 

Hon. THOMAS s. FOLEY' 
September 16, 1993. James B. Stanley may have against the 

United States for-
Speaker, House of Representatives, Washington, 

DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to notify you, 

pursuant to Rule L (50) of the Rules of the 
House my office has been served with a sub
poena issued by the United States District 
Court for the District of Columbia. 

After consultation with the General Coun
sel of the House, I have determined. that 
compliance with the subpoena is not incon
sistent with the privileges and precedents of 
the House. 

With great respect, I am 
Sincerely yours, 

DONNALD K . ANDERSON, 
Clerk, House of Representatives. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON
ORABLE CHRISTOPHER SHAYS, 
MEMBER OF CONGRESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be
fore the House the following commu
nication from the Honorable CHRIS
TOPHER SHAYS, Member of Congress: 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
September 14, 1993. 

Hon. THOMAS s. FOLEY, 
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives. 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no

tify you pursuant to Rule L (50) of the Rules 
of the House that a member of my staff has 
been served with a subpoena issued by the 
Superior Court for the Judicial District of 
Waterbury, Connecticut. 

After consultation with the General Coun
sel to the House. I have determined that 
compliance with the subpoena is consistent 
with the privileges and precedents of the 
House. 

Sincerely, 
CHRISTOPHER SHAYS, 

Member of Congress. 

PRIVATE CALENDAR 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is 
the day for the call of the Private Cal
endar. The Clerk will call the first in
dividual bill on the Private Calendar. 

JAMES B. STANLEY 

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 808) 
for the relief of James B. Stanley. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 
read the bill, as follows: 

H.R. 808 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. APPROPRIATION OF FUNDS. 

(a) PAYMENT.-The Secretary of the Treas
ury shall pay. out of any money in the Treas
ury not otherwise appropriated, $400,577 to 
James B. Stanley. 

(b) BASis.-The payment required by sub
section (a) shall be to compensate James B. 

(1) the injuries received by him as de
scribed in section 1; and 

(2) for any injuries received by him subse
quent to his discharge from the United 
States Army that are the result of the inju
ries described in section 1. 
SEC. 3. INELIGIBILITY FOR ADDmONAL BENE

FITS. 
James B. Stanley shall not be eligible for 

any compensation or benefits from the De
partment of Veterans Affairs or the Depart
ment of Defense for any injury received by 
him as described in section 1. 
SEC. 4. LIMITATION OF ATI'ORNEYS' OR AGENTS' 

FEES. 
It shall be unlawful for an amount of more 

than 10 per centum of the amount paid pur
suant to section 1 to be paid to or received 
by any attorney or agent of James B. Stan
ley for any service rendered in connection 
with the payment made by this Act. Any per
son who violates this section shall be guilty 
of an infraction and shall be subject to a fine 
in the amount provided in title 18, United 
States Code. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak
er, I object to the vote on the ground 
that a quorum is not present and make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 390, nays 1, 
not voting 42, as follows: 

[Roll No. 436] 

YEAS-390 
Ackerman Blute Clyburn 
Allard Boehlert Coble 
Andrews (ME) Boehner Coleman 
Andrews (NJ) Bonilla Collins (GA) 
Andrews (TX) Borski Collins (IL) 
Applegate Boucher Collins (Ml) 
Archer Brewster Combest 
Armey Brooks Conyers 
Bachus (AL) Browder Coppersmith 
Baker (CA) Brown (FL) Costello 
Baker (LA) Brown (OH) Cox 
Ballenger Bryant Coyne 
Barca Bunning Cramer 
Barcia Burton Crane 
Barlow Buyer Crapo 
Barrett (NE) Byrne Cunningham 
Barrett (WI) Callahan Danner 
Bartlett Calvert Darden 
Barton Camp Deal 
Bateman Canady De Fazio 
Becerra Cantwell DeLauro 
Beilenson Cardin De Lay 
Bereuter Castle Dellums 
Bevill Chapman Diaz-Balart 
Bil bray Clay Dickey 
Bilirakis Clayton Dicks 
Bishop Clement Dingell' 
Bliley Clinger Dixon 
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Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E . B. 
Johnson. Sam 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 

Kim 
King 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers (KS) 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers (IN) 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Orton 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 

Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swift 
Synar 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torricelli 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
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Walker 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon 

Abercrombie 
Bacchus (FL) 
Baesler 
Bentley 
Berman 
Blackwell 
Boni or 
Brown (CA) 
Carr 
Condit 
Cooper 
de la Garza 
Derrick 
Deutsch 

Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 

NAYS-1 
Young (AK) 

Wynn 
Yates 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING--42 
Dornan 
Everett 
Ford (Ml) 
Gephardt 
Greenwood 
Hefner 
Hinchey 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Kaptur 
Kingston 
Klein 
McCandless 
McDade 
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Mfume 
Neal (NC) 
Ortiz 
Payne (NJ) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Sanders 
Shaw 
Swett 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Towns 
Traficant 
Valentine 
Wilson 

So the bill was ordered to be en
grossed and read a third time, and was 
read the third time. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FIELDS of Louisiana). The question is 
on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to rule I, clause 5, further proceed
ings on this vote will be postponed 
until the end of the day. 

ANNOUNCEMENT REGARDING FIL
ING OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 
ON H.R. 2351, THE ARTS, HUMAN
ITIES, AND MUSEUM AMEND
MENTS OF 1993 
Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, this 

is to notify Members regarding the 
Rules Committee's plan on H.R. 2351, 
the Arts, Humanities, and Museums 
Amendments of 1993. The committee is 
planning to meet on the measure this 
week to take testimony and grant a 
rule on the bill. In order to assure 
timely consideration on the bill on the 
floor, the Rules Committee is consider
ing a rule that may limit the offering 
of amendments. 

Any Member who is contemplating 
an amendment to H.R. 2351 should sub
mit, to the Rules Committee in H 312 
in the Capitol, 55 copies of the amend
ment and a brief explanation of the 
amendment no later than 12 noon on 
Wednesday, September 22, 1993. In addi
tion to this announcement, a dear col
league letter was circulated to all of
fices on September 16 informing Mem
bers of this request. 

The committee appreciates the co
operation of all Members in this effort 
to be fair and orderly in granting a rule 
for H.R. 2351. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEILENSON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, if I might 
just check, is the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. BEILENSON] saying the Com
mittee on Rules requests that if we 
want amendments considered on H.R. 
2351, we should submit 55 copies of the 
amendment to the Committee on Rules 
before noon? 

Mr. BEILENSON. Fifty-five copies. 
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, is it pos

sible that the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. BEILENSON] could give me any 
assurance that Republicans that sub
mit such rule requests would have 
them given equal consideration to the 
consideration given to Democrats who 
do not comply with that requirement? 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, the 
Committee on Rules will insist that 
any amendments which are offered be 
offered by noon tomorrow, whether it 
is from Members of the majority or mi
nority party. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, that has 
not always been the case. In this case 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
BEILENSON] assures me that will be 
true? 

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman assures his friend from 
Texas that will be the case. 

THE HA TE CRIMES SENTENCING 
ENHANCEMENT ACT OF 1993 

(Mr. NADLER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of the Hate Crimes 
Sentencing Enhancement Act of 1993 
which will increase the penalties for 
crimes directed against individuals 
simply because of their race, religion, 
sex, nationality, or sexual orientation. 
This legislation demonstrates our soci
ety's rightful abhorrence against these 
despicable and cowardly crimes. 

All crimes of violence hurt the indi
viduals who must suffer the attack. 
But hate crimes attack entire commu
nities, sending them the message that 
they are not as free to walk the 
streets, earn a living, and enjoy the 
fundamental rights that should be 
available to all citizens. 

If we as a nation truly value freedom 
and human dignity, then we must act 
today against hate crimes. There can 
be no place in America for intolerance 
and hate. I know that my family, like 
those of many Americans, came to this 
country to be free from bigotry. Even 
today, people from around the world 
look to us as a beacon of freedom. But 
our tradition of tolerance is threatened 
by the thugs responsible for the rising 
tide of hate crimes. We must act now. 

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor 
of the hate Crimes Sentencing En
hancement Act of 1993. 
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BIPARTISAN HEALTH CARE 

REFORM NEEDED 
(Mr. GINGRICH asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, tomor
row night the President will come to 
this room to address the Nation about 
health care. I think it is a very good 
thing that we begin a debate on how to 
reform our health care system and how 
to ensure that every American has ac
cess to heal th care. 

We on the Republican side have been 
working for the last 24 months, and 
have introduced an affordable health 
care now bill which has three great ad
vantages: You as an individual can af
ford it and your family can afford it; 
second, the economy and jobs can af
ford it; and, third, every single reform 
in the bill could be passed now. Not in 
2002, not to be implemented eventually, 
and not to be phased in gradually. But 
the affordable health care now bill 
could actually be implemented imme
diately. 

Mr. Speaker, I would hope after to
morrow night's speech, that we will 
have a chance on a bipartisan basis to 
work together to shape the kind of bill 
which will give every American access 
to affordable health care and do so in a 
practical common sense way that 
passes the reforms now, so people can 
get heal th care now. 

CONCERN OVER UNITED STATES 
MISSION IN SOMALIA 

(Mr. MAZZOLI asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, those 
haunting pictures that we became so 
familiar with a year ago of the starving 
men, women, and children in Somalia, 
motivated our Nation correctly into 
assuming part of the worldwide duty of 
delivering food aid and humanitarian 
assistance in that tortured country. 
But as the months have gone on, Mr. 
Speaker, I, myself, and other Members 
of the Congress and the country have 
become concerned about where we are 
going and what our mission is in Soma
lia. 

Mr. Speaker, it became one which, 
instead of a humanitarian mission, 
some say is now a nation-building mis
sion. Some call it a search and destroy 
mission, searching out Mr. Aideed to 
kill him or move him away from power. 
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It seems to me that the senior Sen

ator from West Virginia in the other 
body is correct in his amendment that 
was adopted to the other body's defense 
bill. That amendment says the Con
gress ought to make the decision about 
where we are going in Somalia, what 
our mission is, what or goal is. 

I would urge the President to con
sider that amendment very carefully 
and to withdraw the troops because we 
are clearly in a quagmire. We must get 
out of that quagmire. 

THE ROLE OF GOVERNMENT 
(Mr. BOEHNER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, there is 
one· central question that must be an
swered by the American people on the 
issue of health care: Do you trust the 
Government to make the right health 
care choices for your family? 

If the answer is yes, then the people 
will back the Clinton plan. If the an
swer is no, then the people should back 
the House Republican plan. 

Stripped of its rhetoric and high-pow
ered media campaign, the Clinton 
heal th care plan limits the choices of 
the private sector, increases the pres
ence of Government in our lives, en
hances bureaucracy, and limits the 
freedom of every American. 
· The Republican health care plan 
works within the system to lower 
costs, increase access, and maintain 
quality. 

Mr. Speaker, last week the President 
acknowledged that Government is not 
a very efficient institution. Today, he 
seems to think that more Government 
is the best way to reform our health 
care system. 

I and other Republicans want to work 
in a bipartisan fashion with our col
leagues here in the House to pass a 
plan that is workable, affordable, and 
preserves choice for the American peo
ple. 

INTRODUCTION OF YOUTH 
HANDGUN SAFETY ACT 

(Mr. GLICKMAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, con
sider this appalling statistic: about 
100,000 students bring handguns to 
school every day in the United States. 
That includes students in the schools 
of every Member of this House. Also, 
consider that the number of murders 
committed by youths, aged 10 to 17, 
with guns, rose 79 percent between 1980 
and 1990. It should be no surprise, then, 
that the Journal of the American Medi
cal Association found that the leading 
cause of death for both black and white 
teenage boys in America is gunshot 
wounds. 

Too often these days, playground dis
putes are turning into schoolyard 
shootouts. And when we must seriously 
consider putting metal detectors in our 
schools, and I do not mean just a few 
schools, something has gone awry. We 
cannot sit back and allow these types 

of statistics to proliferate. It is not fair 
to our students, to our teachers, and to 
our society. We must stand strong and 
tell our children that this is going to 
stop. 

Today, Representative MIKE CASTLE 
and I are introducing the Youth Hand
gun Safety Act of 1993. This bill closes 
a loophole in existing Federal handgun 
law. Currently, Federal law makes it 
illegal for a licensed gun dealer to sell 
and give handguns to minors. However, 
it does not address the very real si tua
tions where other people sell and give 
handguns to minors. The current law 
also does not make it illegal for the 
minor to possess the handgun. The 
Youth Handgun Safety Act makes it il
legal for anyone to sell or transfer a 
handgun to a minor, and it makes it il
legal for the minor to possess the hand
gun. There are several exceptions for 
hunting, target practice, or instruction 
in the safe use of handguns while under 
the supervision of an adult, but beyond 
that, youths would not be permitted to 
have handguns. In other words, this 
bill makes the Federal law more mean
ingful, and provides minors with a real 
incentive to get rid of their handguns. 

Several weeks ago, U.S. Attorney 
General Janet Reno visited my district 
to discuss the issue of guns and vio
lence. She emphasized that parents and 
families are the first line of defense 
against kids turning to guns and vio
lence. The Youth Handgun Safety Act 
encourages parental responsibility, and 
adult responsibility in general. Equally 
important, it makes youths responsible 
for their own actions. I hope all my 
colleagues will carefully consider their 
own responsibility to their constitu
ents, both young and old, and join us to 
work to keep guns away from kids. 

URGING A CAREFUL ANALYSIS OF 
THE PRESIDENT'S HEALTH CARE 
PLAN 
(Mr. HOKE asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
mirute.) 

Mr. HOKE. Mr. Speaker, tomorrow 
night the President of the United 
States is going to speak to Congress 
and the Nation about his proposal to 
reform the Nation's health care sys
tem. Thinking back to the State of the 
Union Address, I expect that we will be 
charmed and we will be energized and 
will hear a rousing address, but what I 
would like to suggest is a framework 
within which perhaps we can analyze 
the plan. 

First of all, from a policy perspec
tive, does the President's plan create a 
new bureaucracy, or will it rely on the 
private sector and market forces? Will 
it create new taxes? Will it empower 
consumers, or will it empower bureau
crats? 

From a personal perspective, does the 
President's plan preserve our ability to 
choose our own doctor? Does it offer us 
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fewer or greater choices? Will it cost us 
more or less? Will we be better off be
fore or after enactment? 

I encourage the Members to think 
about this plan in terms of those kinds 
of questions, and finally, to ask this 
fundamental question: Will this plan 
increase our personal freedom, or will 
it decrease it? 

NAFTA: A GOOD DEAL FOR THE 
UNITED STATES 

(Mr. COPPERSMITH asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. COPPERSMITH. Mr. Speaker, I 
wish to speak today for 1 minute about 
the North American Free-Trade Agree
ment. It is hard to do in 1 minute, so I 
want to talk a little bit about the eco
nomic facts that show NAFTA is a 
good deal for the United States. 

NAFTA, most people may not realize, 
significantly lowers Mexican tariffs, 
which on average are 2112 times ours. 
There are bigger changes for specific 
industries. Right now the Mexican tar
iff on pharmaceuticals is 4 times ours; 
on cars it is 9 times ours; on household 
appliances it is 17 times ours. NAFTA 
will lower Mexican tariffs and more 
fully open their market to American 
exports. 

We also have expertise with prior re
ductions in tariffs with Mexico. In 1987, 
as part of a package of economic re
forms, Mexican tariffs were lowered 
significantly, not to the United States 
level, but still lower than before. Our 
exports went from $16 billion in 1987 to 
$40.6 billion in 1992. We went from a $5 
billion trade deficit with Mexico to a 
$5.4 billion trade surplus in 1992. 

Exports also have benefited those in
dustries with high value-added jobs, 
the kind of jobs that we need for the 
1990's and the 21st century. More im
portantly, the great bulk of those ex
ports has been consumed in Mexico, 
not at the maquiladoras. 

If we look at the facts and not the 
fears, I think we all will understand 
that NAFTA is a good deal for the 
United States. 

HEALTH CARE IS AN AMERICAN 
ISSUE 

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, health care 
is not a Democrat issue or a Repub
lican issue. It is an American issue. Ex
pectations are high and so are the 
stakes. We are impacting people's 
pocketbooks, workplace benefits, and 
lifestyles in a dramatic and personal 
way. We are dealing with a giant-so 
huge it involves 1 out of every 7 dollars 
in our economy, so expansive it touch
es hundreds of millions of Americans. 

To say we should work together is a 
giant understatement. There are many 
competing proposals to sort through. 
In the past few years Republicans and 
Democrats have worked on distinct, 
credible plans. This gentleman prefers 
a market-based system, without em
ployer mandates, that controls costs, 
preserves choice and expands access 
but there will be honest debate and dis
agreement on policy matters in the 
days ahead.-Since I have been in Con
gress, this is the biggest test of our 
ability to make Government work for 
the people. I pray we succeed. 

CONGRATULATIONS TO MISS 
AMERICA, MS. KIMBERLY CLAR
ICE AIKEN 
(Mr. CLYBURN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to congratulate Ms. Kimberly 
Clarice Aiken on being crowned Miss 
America this past Saturday night. 
Kimberly is the first African-American 
from the South to win this coveted 
title. 

Just over 2 months ago, Kimberly 
made history as the first African
American to be crowned Miss Sou th 
Carolina. 

Since that time and in the few days 
of her reign as Miss America, Kimberly 
has established herself as a sophisti
cated and diplomatic spokesperson for 
all Americans. 

During her reign as Miss Columbia, 
Kimberly founded a nonprofit organiza
tion which provides services for the 
homeless and, as Miss America, she 
plans to raise public awareness about 
the plight of the homeless in the Unit
ed States. 

As a South Carolinian, I am beaming 
with pride and congratulate Kimberly 
and her family-Charles and Valerie, 
her mother and father, her aunt Debra 
a former employee of mine and 
Charles, Sr., and Violet, her grand
parents, both of whom are constituents 
of mine. This is an outstanding and de
serving honor, and I am sure Kimberly 
Clarice Aiken will bring honor to the 
Miss America crown and represent all 
of us well. 

BLACK MARKET MEDICINE 
(Mr. WALKER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, while 
Republicans agree with the President 
about some aspects of health care re
form, his proposed plan is fraught with 
problems. For example, we are about to 
witness the rise of an American black 
market, if the President's plan is 
adopted. 

Unlike the black markets in for
merly Communist Eastern Europe, this 

one will not deal in blue jeans, rock 
music, or dollar bills. It will deal in 
heal th care services. Once the adminis
tration adopts whatever form of ration
ing it deems necessary to control costs, 
a new market for underground medical 
procedures will spring up. Soon the 
back alleys liberals are so fond of talk
ing about will be full of people wanting 
hernia, heart bypass, and cataract op
erations. 

The fundamental problem with the 
President's plan is, it believes 511 peo
ple with advanced degrees, in about ev
erything except medicine, can totally 
redesign one-seventh of our economy. 
Central planning has failed from Mos
cow to Managua, and it will fail Amer
ican health care consumers as well. 

We do not need a government-run 
health care program. We do not need 
black market medicine. What we need 
is affordable health care now. 

TIME FOR HEALTH CARE REFORM 
(Mr. KREIDLER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. KREIDLER. Mr. Speaker, tomor
row, President Clinton will propose his 
plan to reform our heal th care system, 
and we will begin a historic debate. 

As we debate, let us remember sev
eral principles: 

First: We have to reform this system. 
If we do nothing, more families will 

go bankrupt from medical costs. 
More businesses will drop workers 

from coverage, and our Nation will 
sink deeper into a hopeless pit of debt. 

Second: Everyone wins with reform. 
The President's plan will cover every
one, and it will control the cost of 
health care for everyone. That is what 
we call heal th security. 

Third: We have the best medical care 
in the world, and that is not going to 
change. People will still choose their 
doctor and they will still get high qual
ity care. 

In fact, managed care can improve 
the quality of care. I worked in a man
aged care system for 20 years, and I 
know it is the best way to provide the 
preventive care people need. 

In America today, health security 
ought to be a right of every child, 
every senior, and every family. 

Every other industrialized country in 
the world has found a way to protect 
that right. We can, too. 

0 1320 

CLINTON TO FORCE TAXPAYERS, 
WORKERS, TO FUND EVERY 
ABORTION IN USA 
(Mr. SMITH of New Jersey asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 
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Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 

Speaker, the President's proposal to in
clude abortion on demand as a man
dated benefit in his national health in
surance plan is extreme, radical, and 
completely out of the mainstream of 
American thought and opinion. 

According to Michael Kramer in this 
week's Time magazine, White House 
pollster Stan Greenberg admits, that 
most people, and I quote, "abhor the 
act and are opposed to using tax dol
lars for abortions." 

Rather than nurture and protect 
human life, the administration is ask
ing taxpayers to facilitate and sub
sidize the violent deaths of millions of 
unborn babies. 

The President's plan treats preg
nancy as a disease or illness and un
born children like tumors or warts to 
be expunged and discarded. This flies in 
the face of the purpose of heal th care 
reform-protecting the weak, the vul
nerable-and the sick. 

In a word, the Clinton provision is 
antichild and will lead to many, many 
more babies dying painful deaths and 
will subjugate their mothers to a myr
iad of heal th risks. 

This proposal will force every Amer
ican-every taxpayer, every employer, 
every workingman, and every working
woman to be a party to the chemical 
poisoning or dismemberment of inno
cent children. Under the Clinton plan 
an unborn child at any age of gesta
tion-fourth, fifth, or sixth .month of 
pregnancy; right up until birth-will be 
vulnerable to the abuse of abortion. 
And Mr. Clinton wants to force the 
American people to pay. 

Very few of these abortions have any
thing to do with life of the mother or 
other hard case circumstances. The 
Alan Guttmacher Institute, a research 
affiliate of Planned Parenthood, con
ducted a survey in 1987 in which they 
asked women to identify the reasons 
they had abortions. A very small per
centage were related to these hard case 
situations or even physical health. 
Other surveys suggest that abortions 
are increasingly used as a method of 
birth control. The Clinton plan forces 
every American taxpayer, every 
workingperson to pay for abortions. 

Representatives of proabortion 
groups and the administration have ad
vanced the misleading argument that 
the President's proposal represents the 
status quo. Nothing could be further 
from the truth. 

A 1993 report published by the Alan 
Guttmacher Institute states that abor
tion is often described as elective by 
the insurance industry and, therefore, 
excluded from coverage. This acknowl
edgment does not fit in with the cur
rent game plan of the proabortion coa
lition. Therefore, using a mutually 
agreed upon script, they are presenting 
themselves as the defenders of the sta
tus quo. It is noteworthy that the 
president of Planned Parenthood, when 

speaking to her own people on July 12, 
described the upcoming consideration 
of national health insurance as "a wa
tershed event just as significant, just 
as vital, as the Supreme Court's deci
sion on Roe versus Wade." She went on 
to label it "the 'defining moment' for 
reproductive rights in America." 

David Gergen, now a top adviser to 
the President, put the issue in stark 
terms when he wrote an article on this 
subject for U.S. News & World Report 
earlier this year, April 19. "Apparently 
abortion is to be treated as a routine 
medical procedure easily available to 
all-no questions, no costs, no issues of 
morality or personal responsibility. 
This will make abortions 'rare'?" 

Mr. Gergen acknowledged that the 
Clinton plan opens the flood gates to 
universal abortion on demand, funded 
by taxpayers. Gergen adds "what we 
need, then, are policies that show com
passion toward women as well as a high 
ethical regard toward unborn children. 
We stand in danger of having neither." 

Mr. Gergen is right. 

H.R. 3, THE COMPREHENSIVE SO
LUTION TO CAMPAIGN FINANCE 
REFORM 
(Mr. FARR of California asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker, 
today, I am cosponsoring campaign fi
nance reform legislation that will go a 
long way in restoring public confidence 
and fairness in our electoral system. 
This legislation is designed to put us 
on the right track for cleaning up the 
financing of congressional campaigns 
giving voters a real say in the legisla
tive process and providing all can
didates equal access to the electoral 
system. 

This legislation establishes a vol
untary system of campaign spending 
limits for congressional candidates 
provides for matching funds to House 
candidates who agree to spending lim
its, reduces the influence of special in
terest lobbyists, prohibits use of so
called soft money for any activity sole
ly to benefit a Federal candidate, and 
increases disclosure of information to 
and by the FEC. 

During my campaign, I pledged to ac
tively work for serious campaign re
form. Common Cause, a leader for 
many years in the area of campaign re
form, has said that the key to reform is 
making public campaign resources 
available to candidates who agree to 
spending limits. Voters see Washington 
as a place where influential people 
with a lot of money get special treat
ment. Providing matching funds in 
elections would significantly reduce 
the perceived influence of special inter
ests in the electoral process, and level 
the playing field between incumbents 
and challengers. 

This bill is similar to legislation that 
the House and Senate passed last year, 

but was vetoed by President Bush. Fur
thermore, this legislation incorporates 
many of the proposals outlined by the 
House freshmen Democratic class on 
March 31, 1993. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to join you 
and other colleagues in the House in 
supporting comprehensive campaign 
reform legislation that restores integ
rity and confidence in our electoral 
system. 

LISA OUSLEY-O'CAIN AND THE 
AMERICAN DREAM 

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to take a moment to talk about an 
American success story in Jackson
ville, FL. 

Ms. Lisa Ousley-O'Cain is a divorced 
mother who has suffered more than her 
share of setbacks in recent years. She 
has moved back and forth between 
Jacksonville and Chicago several times 
looking for stability and a better way 
of life. 

In between, she has found herself out 
of work, and without a home on two 
different occasions. With the help of 
her local community college, caring, 
involved social workers and, most im
portantly of all, her faith, she has risen 
above her difficult circumstances and 
built a new life. 

Last month, Ms. Ousley-O'Cain saw 
the culmination of a dream when she 
opened her own day care center in 
Northside Jacksonville. The center will 
provide day care services to 23 young 
people this fall, and I'm sure those 
children will learn lessons about resil
ience and personal strength from Lisa. 

If a homeless woman can do every
thing necessary to make the dream of 
owning her own small business a re
ality, a vitally needed day care facil
ity, it's a reminder that we should 
never give up on ourselves or others. 

Lisa Ousley-O'Cain, I congratulate 
you on opening the God's Promise 
daycare center and wish you many 
years of success. 

LET'S PASS NAFTA 
(Mr. RAMSTAD asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, I ap
plaud President Clinton's commitment 
to work in a bipartisan, principled way 
on NAFTA. 

The President clearly understands 
the export growth and job creation 
NAFTA will yield-200,000 new jobs by 
1995. 

Existing trade barriers make export
ing United States goods to Mexico dif
ficult or impossible, forcing United 
States companies to move to Mexico to 
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take advantage of the vast markets 
there. 

Under NAFTA, products made by 
American workers in America can be 
sold in Mexico, boosting exports and 
creating jobs. 

The Mexican demand for United 
States goods is already impressive-the 
average Mexican purchases 477 dollars' 
worth of our goods, while the average 
Japanese buys only $385. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend the Presi
dent for his commitment to passing 
NAFTA, and I strongly urge all my col
leagues to put principle above politics 
and support this job-creating trade 
pact. Let's pass NAFTA. 

FREE-TRADE TRIAL RUN SHOWS 
NAFTA IS A JOB CREATOR 

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
every Congressman is pro-job creation. 
So anytime Congress can create more 
than 200,000 jobs with one vote, you 
would expect the vote to be unanimous. 
The North American Free-Trade Agree
ment will create at least that many 
jobs, and we should pass it. 

Look at the experience of our free 
trade trial run with Mexico. Since Mex
ico began to open its markets in 1986, 
American exports to Mexico have tri
pled. American jobs directly tied to 
those exports ballooned from 274,000 to 
700,000. Since an export-related job sus
tains two in supporting industries, 
Mexico already supports over 2 million 
American jobs. Passing NAFTA will 
greatly increase that figure, since 
Mexican tariffs are still 21/z times larg
er than American tariffs, and NAFTA 
reduces those tariffs to zero over a 15-
year period. 

If you want to create American jobs, 
vote for NAFTA. As George Bush, chief 
architect of NAFTA, said at the White 
House last week, "The biggest gainer 
in NAFTA is the good 'ole U.S.A." 

RAISING CIGARETTE TAXES TO 
PAY FOR HEALTH CARE 

(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, 
President Clinton will come before the 
Congress tomorrow and announce. his 
health care plan to the Nation. It has 
been widely reported that the Presi
dent will propose a quadruple increase 
in the Federal tax on cigarettes, from 
the current 24 cents to $1, to help pay 
for his proposal. 

As a Re pre sen ta ti ve from a State 
whose economy is heavily dependent on 
tobacco, this increase could do serious 
harm and could cost tens of thousands 
of North Carolinians their jobs. A Price 

Waterhouse study shows that of the 
85,000 North Carolinians that have jobs 
in tobacco growing and manufacturing, 
over 20,000 could lose their jobs if the 
tax on cigarettes is increased signifi
cantly. 

This sobering assessment comes on 
top of the announcement of recent lay
offs of around 1,000 white collar person
nel by R.J. Reynolds, most of which 
would affect workers in Winston
Salem, NC, an area I represent along 
with my colleague, Representative 
STEVE NEAL. 

I call on Representative NEAL and 
the other members of the North Caro
lina delegation to go on record and an
nounce their opposition to any increase 
in the Federal tax on cigarettes. Let us 
keep North Carolinians in the tobacco 
industry employed and keep North 
Carolina's economy strong and grow
ing. Let us not needlessly sacrifice our 
constituents on Bill and Hillary's 
heal th care al tar. 

The Republicans have a health care 
alternative that does not raise taxes on 
cigarettes; in fact, it does not raise 
taxes at all. 

D 1330 

CONGRATULATIONS TO LAKE 
LYTAL COUGARS OF FLORIDA 

(Mr. LEWIS of Florida asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. LEWIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
it gives me great pleasure to congratu
late 17 young ladies from Palm Beach 
County, FL, the Lake Lytal Cougars, 
who, through hard work and dedica
tion, achieved their "field of dreams" 
by winning the 12 and under Amateur 
Softball Association World Series on 
Sunday, August 15, 1993, by defeating 
O.C. Waters of Alabama 19--8 in the 
final game at the Seminole Sports 
Complex in Orlando, FL. 

These young ladies, with the assist
ance of their families, coaches, and 
their communities, started their drive 
for excellence in June when they won 
the Fort Lauderdale National Quali
fier. The road was long and hard. Next, 
they won the Gainesville National 
Qualifier, and by the end of July had 
won six tournaments in various cities 
in Florida. The team's record for the 
year was a phenomenal 59 wins and 9 
losses. 

Shortstop Jennifer Mossadeghi, who 
batted .825 in the National Tour
nament, led the Cougars for the season 
with a .663 batting average, 27 doubles, 
12 triples, and 12 homeruns. Penny 
Thompson, who played second base, 
had a .548 batting average, with 23 dou
bles and 111 RBI's. Jennifer Ruddock, 
who played third base, had a .543 bat
ting average, with 21 doubles; and Jen
nifer Stump had a .546 batting average 
with 11 homeruns . . Julie Corbitt was 

the top pitcher with 40 wins and 7 
losses. 

The Cougar's manager, Gary 
Fitzpatrick and his coaches should be 
congratulated for volunteering their 
time and efforts to help young people 
in the community achieve success in 
their young lives and to learn that 
hard work, teamwork, and preparation 
in life will lead to fruitful achieve
ments. 

The Cougars team members included: 
Amanda Adeimy, Stephanie Bahr, 
Katie Carvajal, Melissa Cawood, Julie 
Corbitt, Rogin Kennedy, Kerri Kerr
West, Jennifer King, Monica Lara, Keri 
LaFever, Jessica Moore, Jennifer 
Mossadeghi, Jennifer Olds, Jennifer 
Rudack, Valerie Seminerio, Jennifer 
Stump, and Penny Thompson. 

The coaches included: Jim Cawood, 
Mary Ann Kerr, Greg LaFever, William 
Olds, Ferrell Taliaferro, and Barry 
Thompson. The "team Mom" was Kay 
Thompson. 

Congra tu la tions, Cougars. 

A "NEW" NEW DEAL 
(Mr. BACHUS of Alabama asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. Mr. Speak
er, I say to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. LEWIS] that it is indeed a rare oc
casion when a team from Florida beats 
a team from Alabama. I am glad that 
the gentleman got this almost once-in
a-lif etime opportunity. 

Mr. Speaker, The President will 
unveil his health care reform plan to
morrow. 

This plan as previewed will represent 
the largest expansion of Government 
spending since the New Deal. But the 
Clinton deal is a raw deal for the Amer
ican people. 

His National Health Board will serve 
as a Politburo for health care, deter
mining what each American receives in 
care and deciding what each American 
contributes in taxes. 

His State and regional health alli
ances will create over 100 new bureauc
racies, subjecting all Americans who 
work in companies with less than 5,000 
employees to forced participation. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people do 
not want a "new" New Deal. They want 
a plan to lower their costs increase 
their participation in and maintain the 
quality of their current system. In 
short, they want a plan like the House 
Republican "Affordable Health Care 
Now" legislation. 

IN SUPPORT OF NAFTA 
(Mr. SKEEN asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Speaker, I am here 
today to talk about NAFTA, support
ing that idea. I cannot believe that the 
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people of the United States have got 
this dugout mentality about foreign 
trade. We are talking day by day about 
"buy American;" well, - many foreign 
nations, including Mexico, are "buying 
American," United States of America 
American. Fifty-eight to sixty percent 
of everything Mexico imports comes 
from the United States, and that 
means a lot of jobs here. Those jobs are 
not going to go off to Mexico. They 
could have gone a long time ago. 

We talk about reinventing Govern
ment; we do not need to reinvent Gov
ernment; we have way too much al
ready. Let us redivest ourselves of Gov
ernment, and let's reinvest in business 
in the United States. 

What are we afraid of? It beats the 
heck out of me that because we can 
compete against anybody and we can 
compete with anybody because we can 
outproduce anybody with the greatest 
technologists and the greatest produc
ers anywhere on this Earth. 

So let us quit worrying about these 
agreements, let us get these tariffs 
down so that we can get on an equal 
footing with these countries and sell 
American, sell American goods. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FIELDS of Louisiana). Pursuant to the 
provisions of clause 5 of rule I, the 
Chair announces that he will postpone 
further proceedings today on each mo
tion to suspend the rules on which a re
corded vote or the yeas and nays are 
ordered, or on which the vote is ob
jected to under clause 4 of rule XV. 

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will 
be taken at the end of legislative busi
ness today. 

VETERANS HOME LOAN AND 
STATE VETERANS CEMETERY 
IMPROVEMENTS ACT OF 1993 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 

move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 949) to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to increase the amount of 
the loan guaranty for loans for the pur
chase or construction of homes, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 949 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION A. INCREASE IN AMOUNT OF LOAN 

GUARANTY FOR LOANS FOR THE 
PURCHASE OR CONSTRUCTION OF 
HOMES. 

Subparagraphs (A)(i)(IV) and (B) of section 
3703(a)(l) of title 38, United States Code, are 
each amended by striking out "$46,000" and in
serting in lieu thereof " $50,750". 
SEC. 2. MORTGAGE PAYMENT ASSISTANCE TO 

AVOID FORECLOSURE OF HOME 
LOANS GUARANTEED UNDER TITLE 
38. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-(1) Chapter 37 of title 38, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 3714 the fallowing new section: 

"§3715. Loans to refinance delinquent indebt
edness 
"(a)(l) The Secretary may, at the Secretary's 

option, provide assistance to a veteran under 
this section for the purpose of avoiding the fore
closure of a housing loan made to that veteran 
and guaranteed by the Secretary under section 
3710 or 3712 of this title (hereinafter in this sec
tion referred to as a 'primary loan'). 

''(2) Assistance under this section shall be in 
the form of a loan to the veteran. Such assist
ance may be provided only if-

''( A) the dwelling that secures the primary 
loan is the current residence of the veteran and 
is occupied by the veteran as the veteran's 
home; 

"(B) the veteran is delinquent in payments on 
that primary loan and the holder has submitted 
the notice of default as required by section 
3732(a)(2) and is unwilling to grant forbearance; 

"(C) the veteran has lost employment or has 
encountered circumstances beyond his control 
which affect his ability to maintain mortgage 
payments; and 

"(D) the Secretary determines that there is a 
reasonable prospect that the veteran will be able 
to resume payment on the primary loan within 
six months after receiving assistance under this 
section. 

"(3) For the purposes of this section, the term 
'veteran ' includes the surviving spouse of a vet
eran if the surviving spouse was a co-obligor of 
the primary loan. 

"(b)(l) A loan under this section shall be ad
vanced to the holder of the primary loan. The 
amount of the loan under this subsection shall 
first be applied to the amount delinquent on the 
loan guaranteed under this chapter including 
any amount delinquent on taxes, assessments, 
hazard insurance, and late charges required by 
the holder to be inCluded in the veteran's 
monthly payment on the mortgage. Any remain
ing amount of such loan shall be retained by the 
holder and shall be applied to future payments, 
including taxes, assessments, and hazard insur
ance, due on the loan and unpaid (in whole or 
in part) on the date the payment becomes due. 

"(2) The Secretary may make more than one 
loan under this section to a veteran. The total 
amount of loans under this section to any vet
eran may not exceed $10,000. 

"(c) A loan under this section-
"(]) shall bear no interest until the date on 

which payments on the primary loan (including 
amounts for taxes, assessments, hazard insur
ance, and late charges required by the holder to 
be included in the veteran's monthly payment 
on the mortgage) are current, and thereafter 
shall bear interest at a rate determined by the 
Secretary; 

"(2) shall be secured by a lien on the property 
securing the primary loan and by such other se
curity as the Secretary may require; and 

"(3) shall be subject to such additional terms 
and conditions as the Secretary may require. 

"(d) As a condition of receiving a loan under 
this section the veteran shall execute an agree
ment, in such form as the Secretary may pre
scribe, to repay the loan within a reasonable pe
riod of time, as determined by the Secretary, not 
to exceed 15 years from the date on which such 
loan is made. If the Secretary determines that 
the veteran has sufficient income or other re
sources to do so, the Secretary may require the 
veteran to make partial payments on the pri
mary loan guaranteed under this chapter dur
ing the period the holder of that loan is apply
ing the amount of the loan under this section to 
payments becoming due on the primary loan. 

"(e) Notwithstanding any other law, the Sec
retary may employ attorneys to bring suit to col
lect any amount of a loan under this section on 
which the veteran to whom the loan is made is 
in default. 

"(f) The Secretary's decisions on any question 
of law or fact regarding assistance under this 
section, including whether or not to grant such 
assistance and the terms and conditions under 
which such assistance is granted or not granted, 
shall be final and conclusive, and no other offi
cial or any court of the United States shall have 
power or jurisdiction to review any such deci
sion by an action in the nature of mandamus or 
otherwise. 

"(g) A loan under this section shall be made 
from the fund established under section 3724 or 
3725 of this title that is available with respect to 
the primary loan in connection with which the 
loan is made under this section.". 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
such chapter is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 3714 the fallowing new 
item: 
"3715. Loans to refinance delinquent indebted-

ness.". · 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments made 
by subsection (a) shall take effect at the end of 
the 60-day period beginning on the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 3. FINANCING OF DISCOUNT POINTS. 

Section 3703(c)(4)(B) of title 38, United States 
Code , is amended in the second sentence by 
striking out "Discount" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "Except in the case of a loan for the 
purpose specified in section 3710(a)(8), 
3710(b)(7), or section 3712(a)(l)(F) of this title, 
discount". 
SEC. 4. RATE ADJUSTMENTS FOR ADJUSTABLE 

RATE MORTGAGES. 
Section 3707(b)(2) of title 38, United States 

Code, is amended by striking out "on the anni
versary of the date on which the loan was 
closed". 
SEC. 5. CEMETERY PLOT ALLOWANCE FOR VETER

ANS ELIGIBLE FOR BURIAL IN A NA· 
TIONAL CEMETERY BUT INTERRED 
IN A STATE VETERANS CEMETERY. 

Section 2303 of title 38, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the f al
lowing: 

"(c) In addition to the benefits provided for 
under section 2302 of this title and subsection 
(a) of this section, in the case of a veteran 
who--

"(1) is eligible for burial in a national ceme
tery under section 2402 of this title, and 

"(2) is buried (without charge for the cost of 
a plot or interment) in a cemetery, or a section 
of a cemetery, that (A) is used solely for the in
terment of persons eligible for burial in a na
tional cemetery, and (B) is owned by a State or 
by an agency or political subdivision of a State, 
the Secretary shall pay to such State, agency, or 
political subdivision the sum of $150 as a plot or 
interment allowance for such veteran.". 
SEC. 6. INCREASE IN FEDERAL AID TO STATES 

VETERANS' CEMETERIES. 
Paragraphs (1) and (2) of section 2408(b) are 

each amended by striking out "50 percent" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "65 percent.". 
SEC. 7. EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATION OF AP· 

PROPRIATIONS FOR STATE CEME
TERY GRANT PROGRAM. 

Paragraph (2) of section 2408(a) of title 38, 
United States Code, is amended by striking out 
"nine" and inserting in lieu thereof "fourteen". 
SEC. 8. REMOVAL OF FUNDING REQUIREMENT OF 

HOMELESS VETERANS COMPREHEN
SIVE SERVICE PROGRAMS ACT OF 
1992. 

Section 12 of the Homeless Veterans Com
prehensive Service Programs Act of 1992 (38 
U.S.C. 7721 note) is amended by striking out the 
second sentence. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY] will be 
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recognized for 20 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Arizona [Mr. STUMP] will 
be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. MONTGOl\.ERYl 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con
sent that all Members may have 5 leg
islative days in which to revise and ex
tend their remarks on H.R. 949, the bill 
presently under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, 

H.R. 949, as amended, contains several 
provisions that would enhance the VA 
Home Loan Program for veterans. 
Among other things, it would raise the 
guarantee amount paid by the VA to 
lending institutions who make VA 
loans to veterans. 

In addition, the bill would authorize 
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs to 
provide assistance to veterans who are 
having difficulty making payments on 
their home loans because of temporary 
unemployment. 

In just a few moments, I will yield to 
the distinguished chairman of our Sub
committee on Housing and Memorial 
Affairs, GEORGE SANGMEISTER, for a 
more detailed explanation of the bill. 
Before doing so, I want to commend 
the gentleman from Illinois and the 
ranking minority member of the sub
committee, DAN BURTON of Indiana, for 
their work on the bill and for their 
concern for veterans who will benefit 
from the enactment of this legislation. 

The VA Home Loan Program has re
ceived a lot of attention during the 
past several years and · veterans con
tinue to benefit as a result of the work 
of these two Members and other Mem
bers who serve on the subcommittee. 

I also want to thank my good friend 
and colleague, the very able ranking 
minority member of the full commit
tee, BOB STUMP, for his leadership and 
support. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
SANG MEISTER]. 

Mr. SANGMEISTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to thank and commend the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT
GOMERY], the chairman of the full com
mittee for his distinguished leadership 
and his strong support of this measure. 
I would also like to thank the gen
tleman from Arizona [Mr. STUMP] and 
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BUR
TON], the ranking minority members of 
the full committee and the subcommit
tee for their efforts and support. The 
individual members of the subcommit
tee have worked hard as a team to de
velop this legislation, and I would like 
to thank each of them for their excel
lent contributions. 

INCREASE IN LOAN GUARANTY 

Mr. Speaker, the bill would increase 
the maximum loan guaranty from 
$46,000 to $50,750. This change in guar
anty will increase no-downpayment VA 
guaranteed home loan limits from 
$184,000 to $203,000. Under the current 
formula, VA guarantees 25 percent of 
loans over $144,000. 

Current lending practices generally 
allow a veteran to purchase a home 
without a downpayment for up to four 
times the amount of the maximum VA 
guaranty. The guaranty maximum of 
$46,000 thus allows a veteran to buy a 
house worth up to $184,000 with no 
downpayment. 

Housing prices in certain parts of the 
country prevent many veterans from 
buying a home without a downpay
ment. For example, according to data 
compiled by the National Association 
of Real tors, the median sales price of 
an existing single-family home during 
calendar year 1992 was $171,100 in Bos
ton; $172,700 in the New York area but 
$187,600 in Bergen County, NJ; $213,200 
in Los Angeles; $234,900 in Orange 
County, CA; $254,800 in San Francisco; 
and $349,000 in Honolulu. Thus, home 
loan guaranty purchasers in areas such 
as these must make significant 
downpayments, usually 25 percent of 
the amount that the purchase price ex
ceeds $184,000, in order to acquire a me
dian-priced home. 

The proposed increase in the guar
anty would enable many veterans to 
purchase a home of their choice with
ou t a downpayment, which would oth
erwise be unavailable to them. The 
higher loan amounts will also produce 
greater revenues to VA through the 
loan fee. 

On January 1, 1993, the Federal Na
tional Mortgage Association-Fannie 
Mae-and the Federal Home Loan 
Mortgage Corporation-Freddie Mac
increased the limit to $203,150 on sin
gle-family conventional mortgages in 
which the companies invest. 

In the past, the Government National 
Mortgage Association-Ginnie Mae
has increased the loan limit when VA 
has increased the amount of its guar
antee. The bill takes into account fluc
tuations in the economy and real es
tate market and provides parity with 
the conventional loan market. 

MORTGAGE FORECLOSURE ASSISTANCE 

Mr. Speaker, the bill would authorize 
monetary assistance by VA to veterans 
who are, or have recently been, either 
unemployed or underemployed and as a 
result fallen behind in their mortgage 
payments. Information obtained during 
hearings in the last three Congresses as 
well as a review of GAO reports reveals 
that prompt personal servicing efforts 
by the Department and lenders can 
help prevent foreclosure of some VA
guaranteed home loans. However, there 
are times when more than just per
sonal attention is needed. 

The bill would authorize one loan or 
a series of loans not to exceed a total 

of $10,000. The loan would be disbursed 
directly by the Department to the 
holder of the mortgage loan. The hold
er would be responsible to assure that 
the veteran's obligation to repay the 
assistance is secured by a lien of 
record. The assistance may be applied 
against the veteran's mortgage obliga
tion as either payment in full for a 
monthly installation, or, if supple
mented by cash from the veteran's own 
resources, as partial payment of the 
monthly installment. 

Repayment of the loan must be made 
within a reasonable amount of time, as 
determined by the Secretary, but could 
not exceed 15 years. The bill would au
thorize the Department to require the 
veteran to make partial payments 
when the veteran's income and other 
financial resources indicate that the 
veteran can afford to do so. In addition, 
VA may establish initially or as a re
sult of changed circumstances that a 
sum less than the $10,000 statutory 
limit is the maximum amount of as
sistance available to any particular 
veteran. 

Mr. Speaker, this mortgage fore
closure assistance provision actually 
saves money. It does so, according to 
CBO, because it would prevent the fore
closure of about 40 percent of the 500 
cases in which CBO assumed these 
mortgage assistance loans would be 
made under the new program. When
ever a foreclosure is avoided, there are 
substantial savings to VA. Thus, even· 
if the VA ultimately was unable to col
lect the $10,000 loan authorized by this 
provision in 60 percent of the cases, the 
VA loan program- and the taxpayer
would still be ahead because of the 40 
percent of the cases in which the de
fault was ultimately cured. It is not in
tended that assistance be provided to 
every veteran who may default on a 
VA-guaranteed loan. Thus, assistance 
under the program is limited by statu
tory language to cases in which; First, 
a veteran is still residing in the home 
which secures the defaulted loan, sec
ond, the veteran has lost employment 
or has encountered circumstances be
yond his or her control which affect his 
ability to maintain mortgage pay
ments, and third, the Secretary has de
termined that there is a reasonable 
prospect that the veteran will be able 
to resume payment on the primary 
loan within 6 months after receiving 
assistance under this new provision. 

When the VA home loan program was 
first established, the Congress decided 
that the Secretary of Veterans Af
fairs-then the Administrator-could 
sue and be sued in connection with his 
administration of the program. Thus, 
veterans have always had access to the 
courts with respect to decisions affect
ing their VA home loan. Decisions
other than decisions involving a re
quest for waiver of indebtedness-sub
sequent to an initial decision that a 
veteran is or is not eligible for the pro
gram are not reviewed by the Board of 
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Veterans' Appeals. This is in contrast 
to VA decisions to grant disability and 
other types of monetary assistance 
which, until 1988, were subject to a 
final review by the Board of Veterans' 
Appeals. However, in 1988, the commit
tee reported landmark legislation 
which made most VA decisions affect
ing benefits subject to review by a 
newly established Court of Veterans 
Appeals. 

Although it is theoretically possible 
for the agency to receive a claim for 
benefits and decide it within a matter 
of weeks, the volume of claims and the 
need to develop information concern
ing the individual claim of a veteran 
has led to a situation in which a typi
cal claim for disability benefits takes 
anywhere from 4 to 8 months to decide 
initially. If a veteran is dissatisfied 
with this decision, there is a clearly es
tablished procedure to appeal this deci
sion to the Board of Veterans' Appeals. 
However, because there is no disincen
tive to appealing a VA decision which 
is unfavorable to the veteran's conten
tions, the volume of appeals pending 
before the Board at any one time 
makes it unlikely that a veteran will 
obtain a final decision by the Board of 
Veterans' Appeals in less than 1 year. 

As a result of the lengthy of time 
that the agency may take to ul ti
ma tely deny or allow a claim for bene
fits, the subcommittee recommended 
legislation, as it has in the previous 
two Congresses, which would make the 
Secretary's decision whether to grant 
this foreclosure assistance final, with
out any review by the Court of Veter
ans Appeals. During committee consid
eration of this legislation, an amend
ment was offered to strike the lan
guage making the Secretary's decision 
final. The committee debated this 
amendment for an extended period. The 
view was expressed by several members 
that allowing judicial review would 
delay foreclosure proceedings in the 
vast majority of cases where assistance 
under the new program was not in
tended to be made available. Since the 
VA is liable for a lender's losses up to 
the maximum amount of the guaranty, 
delays of this nature would increase 
the cost of foreclosures to the lender 
and the VA significantly. In fact, CBO 
was requested to furnish an estimate of 
the cost of the bill if this no-review 
language was stricken. CBO responded 
that striking the no-review language 
would conservatively cost in excess of 
$100 million per year. -

Arguments have been advanced and 
refuted that other government loan 
programs make assistance of this kind 
available and allow judicial review of 
denials of assistance. However, because 
of the manner in which other Federal 
housing loan programs are structured, 
I believe the mortgage foreclosure as
sistance proposed by this legislation is 
unique and has no parallel in other pro
grams. 

The possibility of long-delayed fore
closures was also cited as a reason to 
maintain the bar on judicial review. As 
one member of the committee pointed 
out, lender willingness to make loans 
to veterans is the key to the success of 
the VA Home Loan Program. In his 
view, if a lender were to learn that a 
VA guaranteed loan could not be fore
closed until a final judicial decision 
had been reached on an application for 
the mortgage foreclosure assistance 
contemplated by the committee bill, 
lenders would be extremely reluctant 
to make VA-guaranteed loans. 

Thus, I want to make it clear that 
the committee's action in reporting 
the bill with this language intact had 
no relation to the views of this com
mittee member, or other committee 
members, on the general desirability of 
judicial review of VA decisions. It was 
a desire to enhance an existing VA pro
gram by providing additional fore
closure-cure options, and to insure that 
the housing guaranty benefit would be 
available to veterans in the future, 
that convinced the committee that in 
this particular case, the cost and delay 
of providing judicial review would de
feat the purpose of the assistance 
which the legislation was intended to 
make available. 

IMPROVEMENTS TO THE STATE CEMETERY 
GRANTS PROGRAM 

Mr. Speaker, the bill would authorize 
payment of the current $150 plot allow
ance to the State for any veteran in
terred in a State veterans cemetery, 
who otherwise is eligible for burial in a 
national cemetery. The one-time pay
ment would help defray the cost of ini
tial interment, cemetery maintenance 
and overall operations. 

The Department of Veterans Affairs 
State Cemetery Grants Program com
plements national cemeteries by pro
viding a cost-effective alternative to 
those cemeteries maintained and oper
ated by the Federal Government. The 
program assists States by providing a 
50-percent share of the cost of estab
lishing, expanding or improving State 
veterans' cemeteries. Established in 
1978, by Public Law 95---476, more than 
70 grants totaling more than $33 mil
lion have been awarded to 17 States 
and the Territory of Guam. 

When the grant program began in 
1978, the $150 plot allowance was pay
able for any veteran interred in a State 
veterans cemetery. Congressional Ac
tion in 1990, Public Law 101-508, re
stricted payment of the $150 plot allow
ance to those receiving disability bene
disability benefits and changed the in
terpretation of service qualifying for 
receipt of the plot allowance to States. 
The terms "current eligibility stand
ards" equate to requiring wartime 
service or in receipt of disability bene
fits. Therefore, by statute, the States 
do not receive the $150 plot allowance 
for veterans having only peacetime 
service, even though peacetime veter-

ans are eligible for burial in a national 
cemetery. 

With the limitation on payment of 
the plot allowance, several States have 
indicated that they may begin to re
strict burial in State veterans ceme
teries to wartime veterans. Others 
have explored the option of charging a 
user fee for the burial of veterans not 
eligible to receive the current $150 plot 
allowance. 

I believe the State Cemetery Grants 
Program is an effective complement to 
the National Cemetery System. I 
strongly support VA outreach efforts 
to increase States' participation in the 
grant program. Participation serves 
the burial needs of veterans and pro
vides veterans cemeteries in areas not 
served by national cemeteries. 

In recognition of the above, the bill 
would enhance the program by increas
ing the current Federal share from 50 
to 65 percent of the total grant. This 
would concurrently reduce the States' 
share from 50 to 35 percent. The 65 to 35 
ratio would also parallel the amount of 
aid available in V A's other State grant 
program- aid to States for State home 
facilities for furnishing domiciliary, 
nursing home, and hospital care. 

In the 15 years since inception, it has 
been increasingly difficult for States to 
fund 50 percent of the cost of establish
ing veterans cemeteries. I understand 
that State legislatures have considered 
and rejected funding the program at a 
50-50 share split. I hope by increasing 
the Federal share from 50 to 65 percent 
of the total cost that States will be 
more willing to fund the lesser 35 per
cent share. 

Lastly, the bill would also extend au
thority for the State Cemetery Grants 
Program from September 30, 1994 to 
September 30, 1999. 

Mr. Speaker, our Nation, indeed all 
freedom loving people, depend upon the 
strength and presence of our military 
forces to ensure the security, stability, 
and prosperity that we enjoy as Ameri
cans and which we hope to pass to fu
ture generations. The valiant men and 
women of our Armed Forces, those who 
currently serve and those who pre
viously served, look to us to provide 
the opportunity for them to share the 
American ideal of home ownership, to 
help prevent the fear of loss of their 
homes, and to ensure the availability 
of a final resting place when their 
struggles end. This bill will accomplish 
these goals while actually saving the 
Government money, $2 million the first 
year and $14 million over 5 years. I 
urge you to join with me in favorable 
consideration of this measure. 

0 1340 
Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I yield my

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 

949, the Veterans Home Loan Program 
and National Cemetery System Im
provements Act of 1993. The bill will in
crease the Department of Veterans Af
fairs Home Loan Guaranty to bring the 
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program in line with the existing mar
ketplace. 

The bill also provides for monetary 
assistance to veterans who have fallen 
behind in their mortgage payments, 
thereby giving the VA another tool to 
help veterans avoid foreclosures. 

In addition, the bill extends the $150 
plot allowance to States for any vet
eran interred in a State cemetery who 
is otherwise eligible for burial in a na
tional cemetery. This will enhance the 
State Cemetery Grants Program. 

Mr. Speaker, prior to enactment of 
the Budget Reconcil.iation Act of 1993, 
the Congressional Budget Office antici
pated a direct annual cost of $5 million 
under this bill. As a result, however, of 
changes in the VA loan origination fee 
enacted · under the reconciliation bill, 
CBO has revised its cost estimate and 
now reports reduced outlays of $2 mil
lion in 1994 and $3 million annually in 
1995 through 1998. 

I wish to commend the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. SANGMEISTER], chair
man of the Subcommittee on Housing 
and Memorial Affairs, and the gen
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON] the 
subcommittee's ranking member for 
their tireless work on this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I also wish to thank the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. MONT
GOMERY], chairman of the Veterans' Af
fairs Committee, for his timely action 
on this bill. 

I recommend that H.R. 949 be passed. 
The mortgage assistance provided in 
this bill will add another option to the 
Department of Veterans Affairs overall 
array of mortgage assistance tools-
and, the change in the mortgage guar
antee will make the program more 
market responsive. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself 1112 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, when H.R. 949 was re
ported to the House on August 6, the 
Congressional Budget Office estimated 
that there would be direct spending 
costs of $5 million per year. I want to 
assure my colleagues that with the en
actment of the Budget Reconciliation 
Act, CBO now advises the committee 
that the bill would actually reduce di
rect spending by $2 million in 1994 and 
by $3 million in 1995 and subsequent 
years. 

I include the latest CBO cost esti
mate in the RECORD at this point, and 
I urge my colleagues to support the 
bill. 

U.S. CONGRESS, 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 

Washington, DC, August 31 , 1993. 
Hon. G.V. MONTGOMERY, 
Chairman, Committee on Veterans' Affairs, 

House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Congressional 

Budget Office has prepared the enclosed re
vised cost estimate for H.R. 949, the Veterans 
Home Loan and State Veterans Cemetery 
Improvements Act of 1993, which reflects 
changes made by the enactment of Public 

Law 103-66, the Omnibus Budget Reconcili
ation Act of 1993. Prior to the enactment of 
P .L. 103-66, H.R. 949 was estimated to in
crease direct spending outlays by $5 million 
a year in 1994-1996 and by $6 million in 1998. 
As a result of certain reconciliation changes, 
we now expect H.R. 949 to reduce outlays by 
$2 million in 1994 and $3 million annually in 
1995-1998. 

The bill would still affect direct spending 
and thus would be subject to pay-as-you-go 
procedures under section 252 of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act. 

If you wish further details on this esti
mate, we will be pleased to provide them. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT D. REISCHAUER, 

Director. 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST 
ESTIMATE-AUGUST 31, 1993 

1. Bill number: H.R. 949. 
2. Bill title: Veterans Home Loan and 

State Veterans Cemetery Improvements Act 
of 1993. 

3. Bill status: As ordered reported by the 
House Committee on Veterans' Affairs on 
July 27, 1993. 

4. Bill purpose: To improve the Department 
of Veterans Affairs (VA) home loan guaranty 
program and for other purposes. 

5. Estimated cost to the Federal Govern
ment: 

[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars) 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 

Direct spending: 
Estimated budget authority ........ - 2 - 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 
Estimated outlays ....................... -2 -3 - 3 -3 -3 

Authorization of appropriations: 
Estimated authorization of ap-

propriations .................. .. ...... .. 
Estimated outlays ...................... . 

Basis of estimate: The following section
by-section cost analysis addresses only those 
sections of the bill that could be expected to 
result in a significant budgetary impact. 

Section 1. This section would increase the 
maximum amount of a guaranty under the 
VA home loan program from $46,000 to 
$50, 750. Because most lenders will accept the 
VA guaranty in lieu of a down payment for 
mortgages with a principal of up to four 
times the guaranty amount, this change 
would enable veterans to obtain no-down
payment loans of up to $203,000. 

[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars) 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 

Estimated budget authority -2 -3 -3 -3 -3 
Estimated outlays ...... .... ........ . -2 -3 -3 -3 -3 

Based on a distribution by loan value of 
loans closed in 1992, it was estimated that 
between 5,000-6,000 new loans would be made 
under the higher guaranty ceiling. The new 
loans were estimated to have an average 
principal of $193,000 in 1994, rising to $211,000 
by 1998 and would be expected to have the 
same negative subsidy rate as loans guaran
teed under current law. The anticipated neg
ative subsidy rate for VA-guaranteed loans 
results from the fact that VA loan origina
tion fees, recently increased by Public Law 
103-66 (the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation 
Act of 1993), bring in an amount of income 
from a cohort of loans that is greater than 
the estimated cost of defaults from the co
hort. 

Section 2. This section would authorize VA 
to establish a program of special loans to as
sist veterans whose VA-guaranteed loans are 
in default in avoiding foreclosure. To be eli
gible for the program, a veteran would have 

to be at least six months delinquent on the 
payments on the guaranteed loan. The vet
eran would also have to have suffered a sub
stantial reduction in income through lost 
employment or other cause beyond his con
trol and be able to demonstrate a reasonable 
prospect of resuming payment on the guar
anteed loan with six months of receiving an 
assistance loan. The maximum loan made 
under this program would be limited to 
$10,000 with a maximum term of 15 years. 
The assistance loans would not begin accru
ing interest until all payments on the guar
anteed loan are current. 

[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars) 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 

Subsidy cost of new loans: 
Estimated Budget Authority .. 
Estimated Outlays 

Savings in default costs: 
Estimated Budget Authority ........ -4 -4 -4 -4 -4 
Estimated Outlays ........... .. .......... - 4 -4 -4 -4 -4 

Net impact: 
Estimated Budget Authority .. -1 -1 -1 -I -1 
Estimated Outlays .. -1 -1 -1 -I -I 

The VA currently has a program to assist 
veterans with VA-guaranteed loans at risk of 
foreclosure, under which VA buys the delin
quent loan from the lender and restructures 
the loan or offers additional forbearance . 
Under the existing program, VA acquires 
about 1,000 loans a year. Because VA accepts 
so few veteran-borrowers for the existing 
program, it was assumed that only 500 bor
rowers would be selected for the new pro
gram. The $10,000 loan maximum was esti
mated to be needed to cover 8 delinquent 
payments and 6 future payments on the aver
age VA loan. All assistance loans were as
sumed to be made for the maximum allow
able term of 15 years at the current VA in
terest rate of 7 percent. 

The existing loan acquisition program has 
a default rate of around 50 percent. Because 
the new program would have somewhat less 
stringent qualification standards, it was as
sumed that 60 percent of the assisted borrow
ers would eventually default on both loans. 
This would result in a subsidy rate of ap
proximately 55 percent. The assistance loans 
that do not default would prevent the fore
closure of the guaranteed loans with which 
they are associated, thereby reducing the de
fault costs of guaranteed loans. These sav
ings would more than offset the cost of the 
assistance loans. 

Section 5. Under current law, VA will pay 
a burial plot allowance to the survivors of a 
veteran if the veteran is a recipient of com
pensation or pension benefits at the time of 
death. Section 5 would provide for a plot al
lowance to be paid on behalf of any veteran 
who is buried in a state veterans' cemetery, 
regardless of whether the veteran was receiv
ing compensation or pension. In this in
stance, however, the plot allowance would be 
paid to the state cemetery. 

[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars] 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 

Estimated budget authority .. . 
Estimated outlays ............... ............ . 

Based on VA data regarding the number of 
burials of veterans in state veterans' ceme
teries and the number of plot allowances 
paid on their behalf, it is estimated that plot 
allowances would be paid for an additional 
5,000 veteran deaths per year under this pro
posal. 

Section 6. This section would increase the 
maximum grant for VA's State Cemetery 
Grants program from 50 percent of the cost 
of establishing or improving a state veter
ans' cemetery to 65 percent. 
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[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars] 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 

Estimated authorization of appropria-
tions ................ .. .............................. . 1 1 

Estimated outlays .............................. .. (') (1) 

1 Less than $500,000. 

This estimate assumes that appropriations 
would be made available to finance the in
crease in the federal share without a reduc
tion in the number of grants made. It was 
also assumed that the number of grants 
would not rise under the proposal, despite 
the increased attractiveness of the 65 percent 
federal share, because of the budget difficul
ties currently faced by most state govern
ments. 

Section 7. This section would authorize VA 
to make grants to states for the establish
ment or improvement of state veterans' 
cemeteries for 1995-1999; the current author
ization expires in 1994. 

[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars] 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 

Estimated authorization of appropria-
tions .................... .. 

Estimated outlays .... . 

The 1993 appropriation for this account was 
$5,104,000. This amount was increased for in
flation to estimate the authorization level 
for 1995-1998. Outlays were estimated accord
ing to historical spending patterns for this 
account. 

6. Pay-as-you-go considerations: The Bal
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act sets up pay-as-you-go procedures for leg
islation affecting direct spending or receipts 
through 1998. The spending increases that 
would result from H.R. 949 would have the 
following pay-as-you-go impact: 

[By fiscal years. in millions of dollars] 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 

Change in outlays ... ......................... .. 
Change in receipts 

1 Not applicable. 

-2 
(I) 

-3 
(I) 

-3 
(I) 

-3 
(I) 

- 3 
(I) 

7. Estimated cost to state and local gov
ernments: Sections 5, 6, and 7, would affect 
the budgets of those states currently operat
ing veterans' cemeteries or planning to es
tablish a veterans' cemetery. In all three 
cases, the increase in federal spending could 
result in a corresponding reduction in state 
costs. The participation of a state in the 
cemetery program is completely voluntary. 

8. Estimate comparison: None. 
9. Previous CBO estimate: On August 3, 

1993, CBO submitted a cost estimate of H.R. 
949, as ordered reported by the House Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs, which reflected 
a net increase in direct spending budget au
thority and outlays of $5 million annually in 
1994-1997 and $6 million in 1998. This cost was 
attributed to the increase in the maximum 
loan guaranty level contained in section 1. 

Since that time, the Omnibus Budget Rec
onciliation Act of 1993 (P.L. 103-66) was en
acted. P.L. 103-66 included provisions to in
crease VA loan origination fees and to ex
tend certain requirements for the disposition 
of defaulted loans. These changes are esti
mated to reduce net program costs to the 
point that the subsidy on VA-guaranteed 
loans will be negative. With a negative sub
sidy, the additional loans that would be 
made under the higher guaranty ceiling pro
vided by section 1 of this bill, would reduce 
rather than increase direct spending. This 
result is reflected in the current estimate of 
section 1. 

10. Estimate prepared by: K.W. Shepherd 
and Mary Helen Petrus. 

11. Estimate approved by: C.G. Nuckols, 
Assistance Director for Budget Analysis. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speak er, I rise in 
support of H.R. 949, the Veterans' Home 
Loan and State Veterans' Cemetery 
Improvements Act of 1993. I want to 
commend the distinguished chairman, 
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
MONTGOMERY] and the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. SANGMEISTER] and the 
ranking minority member for bringing 
this measure to the floor at this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise in support 
of H.R. 949, the Veterans' Home Loan and 
State Veterans' Cemetery Improvements Act 
of 1993. I commend my colleague, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. SANGMEISTER], for in
troducing this worthy legislation and, I praise 
the commitment that our Veterans' Affairs 
Committee has shown to the issues that affect 
our Nation's service men and women. Under 
the effective leadership of the ranking mem
ber, the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
MONTGOMERY), and the ranking minority mem
ber, the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. STUMP], 
the 103d Congress has approved a number of 
significant legislative initiatives that will posi
tively benefit our Nation's veterans, and their 
families. 

The purpose of H.R. 949, is twofold. First, 
this measure will increase the veterans home 
loan guaranty from $46,000 to $50,750 per 
loan. In today's tough economic climate, I am 
pleased that the VA will be authorized to con
tinue to provide financial assistance to those 
veterans who are in need. Many veterans from 
my congressional district often remind me of 
the benefits of a VA home loan. It is gratifying 
that this program will be expanded to be of 
help to many more deserving families. More
over, this measure protects our veterans from 
foreclosure by providing up to $10,000 in 
order to avoid foreclosure of home loans guar
anteed by the Department of Veterans' Affairs. 

Second, H.R. 949, will correct, what I have 
long believed to be an inequity in the current 
law. I have long endeavored to improve veter
ans' burial allowances. And, I am pleased that 
H.R. 949, will allow all veterans to be consid
ered eligible for the $150 burial plot allowance. 
Currently, this allowance is provided only to 
veterans who were recipients of compensation 
or pension benefits at the time of their death. 
I am pleased that this measure will expand 
burial benefits to all veterans, who have given 
so much to our country. They deserve this 
final show of respect. 

Accordingly, I encourage my colleagues to 
continue to enhance the lives of our Nation's 
veterans and to support H.R. 949. 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I want to ex
press my support for H.R. 949, the Veterans 
Home Loan and State Veterans Cemetery Act 
of 1993. This legislation will improve the VA 
Home Loan Guarantee Program; provide bur
ial allowances for all veterans buried in State 
cemeteries; and, strengthen the State Ceme
tery Grant Program. I congratulate Chairman 
MONTGOMERY and the members of the Veter
ans Affairs Committee for their efforts on be
half of our veterans. 

I am especially pleased that the bill ad
dresses the burial plot allowance. This issue is 
of particular concern to veterans in Delaware. 
The Delaware Commission of Veterans Affairs 

has actively promoted the removal of the limi
tations for payment of the $150 burial plot/in
terment allowance. This payment helps offset 
the costs of the burial of veterans in State vet
erans cemeteries. H.R. 949 will authorize the 
payment of the $150 plot allowance to the 
State for any veteran interred in a State veter
ans cemetery, who otherwise is eligible for 
burial in a national cemetery. 

I support this improvement to the plot allow
ance program. In addition, I appreciate the as
surances my office has received from the 
committee that any questions regarding the 
text of the bill on this issue will be fully clari
fied to ensure that the plot allowance is pro
vided to all veterans. 

I applaud the committee for its work on 
these issues, and I urge passage of H.R. 949. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 
949 authorizes monetary assistance by the 
Department of Veterans Affairs to veterans 
who have been unemployed, and as a result 
have fallen behind in their mortgage pay
ments. This loan or series of loans may not 
exceed $10,000, however, the VA will not pro
vide assistance in a case where the veteran 
has no reasonable prospect of repaying the 
loan. Simply stated, this provision gives the 
VA one more tool with which it can help the 
veteran own a home. 

H.R. 949 also enhances the State Cemetery 
Grants Program by authorizing the payment of 
the $150 plot allowance to States for any vet
eran interred in a State veterans cemetery, 
who otherwise is eligible for burial in a na
tional cemetery. 

Finally, H.R. 949 will also increase the VA 
loan guaranty from $46,000 to $50,750 which 
increases the no down payment VA home lim
its from $184,000 to $203,000. This change 
responds to the recent announcement by 
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac that they would 
repurchase loans up to $203, 150. 

I believe that H.R. 949 reaffirms this Gov
ernment's commitment to our Nation's veter
ans and deserves the support of the entire 
U.S. Congress. 

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
urge my colleagues on both sides of this 
Chamber to do what is right for our veterans. 
We must support H.R. 949, which addresses 
two very important issues concerning guaranty 
loans and burial of veterans. H.R. 949 in
creases the no-downpayment limit on VA 
guaranteed loans for the purchase of homes, 
and expands eligibility for $150 plot allowance 
payable to states for certain veterans buried in 
a national cemetery. 

As a cosponsor of this very important meas
ure, I point out that increasing the guaranty 
loan will keep the VA up to date on market 
changes by increasing the no-downpayment 
limit from $184,000 to $203,000. Currently, 
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac now purchase 
loans up to $203, 150 on the secondary mar
ket. Increasing the loan guaranty will give our 
veterans a fair shake when they are buying a 
home. 

For the fiscal year 1992, 82.6 percent of all 
VA purchase loans were obtained through no 
downpayment. Only 2 percent of the loans 
guaranteed in fiscal year 1992 were in 
amounts over $180,000. It is only right that we 
help our veterans, who have fought long and 
hard to defend this country, to purchase a 
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home in the very Nation to which they have 
devoted their lives. 

Let us not forget, however, their burial. H.R. 
949 not only addresses a $150 plot allowance 
payable to States for veterans interred in State 
veterans cemeteries, but it also increases the 
Federal/State share to a 65/35 percent split in 
expanding existing or establishing new State 
veterans cemeteries. This bill is not only right, 
but is it practical. H.R. 949 will save $2 million 
in fiscal year 1994 and $14 million over a 5-
year period. I urge you to do what is right. 
Vote for H.R. 949. 

Mr. STUMP. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. · 
MONTGOMERY] that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 949, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

The title of the bill was amended so 
as to read: "A bill to amend title 38, 
United States Code, to improve the 
veterans' home loan guaranty program 
and the State cemetery grants pro
gram, and for other purposes.''. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

HA TE CRIMES SENTENCING 
ENHANCEMENT ACT OF 1993 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 1152) to direct the United States 
Sentencing Commission to make sen
tencing guidelines for Federal criminal 
cases that provide sentencing enhance
ments for hate crimes as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 1152 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Hate Crimes 
Sentencing Enhancement Act of 1993". 
SEC. 2. DIRECTION TO COMMISSION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Pursuant to section 994 of 
title 28, United States Code, the United 
States Sentencing Commission shall promul
gate guidelines or amend existing guidelines 
to provide sentencing enhancements of not 
less than 3 offense levels for offenses that the 
finder of fact at trial determines beyond a 
reasonable doubt are hate crimes. In carry
ing out this section, the United States Sen
tencing Commission shall assure reasonable 
consistency with other guidelines, avoid du
plicative punishments for substantially the 
same offense, and take into account any 
mitigating circumstances which might jus
tify exceptions. 

(b) DEFINITION.- As used in this Act, the 
term "hate crime" is a crime in which the 
defendant intentionally selects a victim, or 
in the case of a property crime, the property 
which is the object of the crime, because of 

the actual or perceived race, color, religion, 
national origin, ethnicity, gender, or sexual 
orientation of any person. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FIELDS of Louisiana). The gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BROOKS] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSEN
BRENNER] will be recognized for 20 min
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BROOKS]. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
1152, the Hate Crimes Sentencing En
hancement Act of 1993. 

H.R. 1152 directs the U.S. Sentencing 
Commission to adopt sentencing guide
lines to increase, by three offense lev
els, the sentence received for an offense 
that is determined beyond a reasonable 
doubt to be a hate crime by the finder 
of fact at trial. As used in this legisla
tion, the term "hate crime" is defined 
as "a crime in which the defendant in
tentionally selects a victim, or in the 
case of a property crime, the property 
which is the object of the crime, be
cause of the actual or perceived race, 
color, religion, national origin, eth
nicity, gender, or sexual orientation of 
any person." 

Under H.R. 1152, any such Federal 
crime would receive an enhanced sen
tence of at least three offense levels 
under the sentencing guidelines applied 
by the court. 

Mr. Speaker, only this year the Su
preme Court in Wisconsin versus 
Mitchell upheld the constitutionality 
of laws providing enhanced sentences 
for criminals who commit hate crimes, 
as determined beyond a reasonable 
doubt by the finder of fact at trial. 
H.R. 1152 is similar to the Wisconsin 
statute at issue in the Mitchell case. 
Similar legislation passed the House of 
Representatives by voice vote on Octo
ber 3, 1992, but died in the Senate dur
ing the closing hours of the 102d Con
gress. 

It is important to note that the Anti
Defamation League, of B'nai B'rith, 
found that in 1991 there were 1,879 accu
sations or incidents of hate crime 
based on religious, ethnic, or gender 
discrimination of some sort-a record 
number of incidents. Those incidents 
declined to the second highest number 
ever recorded of 1,730 in 1992. Now, I 
think we ought to do something about 
that, and that is why I brought this bill 
to the floor today. 

I compliment the Crime Subcommit
tee chairman, Mr. SCHUMER, for his 
leadership in introducing this legisla
tion and vigorously moving and im
proving the bill before us. 

I urge all my colleagues to cast their 
vote in favor of this important meas
ure. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me make this per
fectly clear. This bill does not create a 
new Federal crime. Nothing that is 
presently not criminal now would be 
made criminal as a result of enactment 
of H.R. 1152. What enactment of H.R. 
1152 will do is provide for enhanced 
criminal penalties for certain specifi
cally designated hate crimes. 

The bill provides for enhanced pen
al ties of not less than offense levels 
under the sentencing guidelines for of
fenses that are hate crimes. As used in 
the bill, the term hate crinie is defined 
as a Federal crime in which the defend
ant intentionally selects a victim, or in 
the case of a property crime, the prop
erty which is the object of the crime 
because of the actual or perceived race, 
color, religion, national origin, eth
nicity, gender, or sexual orientation of 
the person. 

Earlier this year the U.S. Supreme 
Court unanimously upheld the con
sti tu tionali ty of a similar Wisconsin 
hate crime sentencing enhancement 
law in the case of Wisconsin versus 
Mitchell, No. 92-515, decided June 11, 
1993. 

H.R. 1152 was amended in committee 
to make it more similar to the Wiscon
sin law. 

In the lOlst Congress the Hate Crime 
Sentencing Act was enacted, Public 
Law 101-275. That law provides for the 
acquisition and publication of data 
about crimes that manifest prejudice 
based upon certain group characteris-
tics. · 

In short, the act requires the Attor
ney General to acquire data for the cal
endar year 1990 and for each of the 4 
succeeding calendar years about crimes 
that manifest evidence of prejudice 
based upon race, religion, sexual ori
entation, or ethnicity. 

Educating the public and training 
law enforcement personnel to ask the 
right question were recurring themes 
in the testimony on a similar hate 
crimes bill, H.R. 4797, before the Judici
ary Committee during the 102d Con
gress. Testimony ·brought out the fact 
that we must educate our youth and 
others; for example, what a swastika 
represents and what escalating and 
long-term hate crimes can bring. 

Testimony also brought out how law 
enforcement must be trained to ask the 
right question and otherwise how to 
proceed when investigating whether a 
crime is in fact a hate crime. Such 
training could be especially important 
in · smaller communities, many of 
which are unaware of the hate crimes 
law and the distinction between crimes 
motivated by hate and other crimes, 
simply because hate crimes have not 
occurred in those smaller commu
nities. 

In response to such a concern, the 
FBI as a part of the Hate Crimes Sta
tistics Act has begun training law en
forcement in this respect. 
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We as supporters of this legislation 

before the House today note the dam
age inflicted by hate crimes. Hate 
crimes are more serious offenses and 
often result in a greater level of injury 
to the victim and to society. 
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The committee report on H.R. 4797, 

House Report 102-981, notes that: 
These crimes are not ordinary crimes of vi

olence or destruction of property . Crimes of 
hate transcend their immediate victims and 
cast a shadow of fear and terror throughout 
entire communities. 

As Peg Rivera, a witness at the sub
committee hearing on May 11, 1992, 
stated: 

We are not talking about the obvious phys
ical damage inflicted during a hate moti
vated attack. We are referring to the fear, 
the terror, that one experiences when faced 
with a passionate rejection because of what 
one is. An absolute stranger looks at you and 
hates you. 

Additionally, Mr. Speaker, Bruce 
Fein, a witness at the subcommittee's 
July 29, 1992, hearing on H.R. 4797 ob
served that: 

Certainly the rioting in the aftermath of 
the acquittals in the trial of the officers ac
cused of beating Rodney King indicate that 
there is a socially incendiary or 
nitroglycerine quality that is generated by 
crimes that are motivated by bigotry. 

While Mr. Fein's analogy may or may 
not be imperfect, the picture he paints 
is instructive. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill will provide a 
deterrent to people who commit hate 
crimes which can very easily escalate 
into mass destruction and hurting of a 
lot of people, and I would urge the 
House to approve it today. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. 
SCHIFF]. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
SENSENBRENNER] for yielding this time 
to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
1152, the Hate Crime Sentencing En
hancement Act. As a former career 
prosecutor, but also as a defense attor
ney, I can say it has been a long part of 
our criminal justice system that there 
are aggravating and mitigating cir
cumstances that can be considered for 
the purpose of a sentencing after a due 
process conviction, and I believe that 
motivation has been, and can be, an ap
propriate part of those circumstances; 
in this case, of course an aggravating 
circumstance. 

A rock through somebody's window 
at home as an act of wanton vandalism 
is troubling enough. It is a crime, it 
causes costs, it causes irritation, and it 
causes injury to the owners of that 
house. But a rock through a window 
with a note tied to it that says, "We 
don't want your kind of people living 
in this neighborhood," changes the 
whole character of that offense, even 
though physically speaking it is the 

same offense. But to indicate that the 
motivation for such an attack is the 
result of hate and bigotry creates an 
additional sense of apprehension upon 
the victims and additional damage to 
the entire community. 

For that reason, Mr. Speaker, I am 
very pleased that we are considering 
this bill today, and I urge its passage. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SCHUMER], chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Crime and Criminal 
Justice. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
first like to thank and commend Chair
man BROOKS for his steadfast support 
in bringing this important bill to the 
floor today. I would also like to t~ank 
DON EDWARDS for his substantial con
tributions to this bill. And I would like 
to thank my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle, JIM SENSENBRENNER, 
STEVE SCHIFF. and HENRY HYDE, for 
their support and assistance. This is 
truly a bipartisan effort. 

I introduced H.R. 1152 earlier this 
year in response to an epidemic of hate 
crime which is spreading at an alarm
ing rate throughout this country. This 
bill is similar to one I introduced last 
year, which passed the House of Rep
resentatives, by voice vote. It failed to 
pass the Senate only because of a last 
minute hold by one Senator in the clos
ing hours of the 102d Congress. 

Hate crimes strike at the very heart 
of the American identity. When a swas
tika is smeared on a synagogue wall, or 
a cross is burned on the lawn of a black 
family, that act is not only aimed at a 
single person or edifice, but also at the 
hearts of millions of others. Hate 
crimes take aim at the cherished 
American notion that we can all live 
together harmoniously. 

In May of last year, the Subcommit
tee on Crime and Criminal Justice held 
a hearing at which we learned of the 
devastating impact hate crime is hav
ing in communities across the Nation. 

The statistics confirm what we 
learned in that hearing. According to 
the Anti-Defamation League of B'nai 
B'rith, the number of anti-Semitic acts 
committed in this Nation in 1992 was 
the second highest total ever reported 
since such records have been kept. The 
National Gay and Lesbian Task Force 
Policy Institute reported that antigay 
assaults in our major cities increased 
by another 4 percent in 1992. Asian
Americans have noted a dramatic in
crease in anti-Asian violence as Japan
bashing has become common. Other 
minorities report similar, demoralizing 
increases. 

This legislation would direct the U.S. 
Sentencing Commission to establish 
guidelines to increase the sentence for 
the commission of any Federal crime 
where the perpetrator intentionally se
lected a victim because of race, color, 
religion, national origin, ethnicity, 
gender, or sexual orientation. This act 

would result in an average increase of 
one-third real time served. 

There is no doubt as to the constitu
tionality of this bill. Earlier this year, 
the Supreme Court unanimously held 
that laws providing stiffer sentences 
for criminals who commit hate crimes 
are constitutional. The Court sent a 
clear message that when bigoted 
thought turns into criminal action, the 
Constitution is no refuge. 

In Wisconsin versus Mitchell, the 
Court upheld a Wisconsin hate crime 
sentencing enhancement statute that 
is similar to this bill, as well as to 
other similar statutes already on the 
books in more than half the States. 
The decision swept away any sugges
tion that such laws violate the first 
amendment and made clear that Gov
ernment is empowered to protect its 

. citizens from the menace of hate 
crime. 

I have worked very closely with my 
colleague, DON EDWARDS, to ensure 
that the bill effectively punishes hate 
crime while guaranteeing that proper 
procedural protections will safeguard 
the constitutional rights of our citi
zens. I commend him and his staff for 
their very positive contributions to 
this legislation. I know he wanted to 
speak on behalf of the bill today, but a 
family emergency has kept him from 
being here. However, he has given me 
this written statement, and I include it 
for the RECORD. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to say that the Hate Crimes Sentenc
ing Enhancement Act is a good idea 
whose time has come. I urge each of 
my colleagues to support the bill. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. HYDE]. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1152, 
the Hate Crimes Sentencing Enhance
ment Act, is needed legislation. Ha
tred, whether spurred by consider
ations of race or ethnicity or religion, 
has played a role in this century so 
vivid that justice cries out for such a 
bill. I commend my friends CHARLES 
SCHUMER, JIM SENSENBRENNER, JACK 
BROOKS, and HAMILTON FISH for making 
this vote possible. 

The bill directs the U.S. Sentencing 
Commission to provide sentencing en
hancements for offenses found to be 
hate crimes. The definition of hate 
crime "is a crime in which the defend
ant intentionally selects a victim * * * 
because of the actual or perceived race, 
color, religion, national origin, eth
nicity, gender or sexual orientation of 
any person.'' This language was added 
by way of an amendment I offered dur
ing the bill's consideration in the 
House Judiciary Committee. I was con
cerned that the bill's original language 
might be open to constitutional chal
lenge as being too vague and punishing 
abstract thought as opposed to con
duct. I chose the words of my amend
ment to parallel as much as possible 



September 21, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 21785 
language in the Wisconsin penalty en
hancement statute found by the Su
preme Court to be constitutional in 
Wisconsin versus Mitchell. 

I should address the concern that my 
language would make all rapes hate 
crimes since most rape victims are ob
viously chosen, at least in part, be
cause of their gender. 

The bill explicitly states that in de
veloping penalty enhancements, the 
U.S. Sentencing Commission shall 
"avoid duplicative punishments for 
substantially the same offense[.]" Rape 
is a particularly heinous crime and is 
rightly treated as such in the United 
States Code. But the treatment of rape 
in and of itself, with no other indicia of 
the defendent's animus toward the vic
tim's gender, subject to penalty en
hancement for being a hate crime 
would duplicate punishment and is re
jected by the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge all Members to 
support this most worthy bill. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
WATT]. 

Mr. WATT. Mr. Speaker, I realize it's 
a little out of character, but I rise 
today in opposition to H.R. 1152, the 
Hate Crimes Sentencing Enhancement 
Act of 1993. While I hesitate to oppose 
a bill that the chairman and most of 
the Democratic members of the Judici
ary Committee support, I am com
pelled to oppose it nonetheless because 
of an obligation I feel to ensuring that 
our criminal justice system treats all 
who enter it fairly. My 22 years of ex
perience as a practicing attorney, some 
of which were spent representing crimi
nal defendants, lead me to believe that 
this bill will hinder, rather than help, 
us in dispensing justice. If H.R. 1152 be
comes law, problems of proof in crimi
nal cases, which are already enormous, 
will become impossible. The focus of 
prosecutions will shift from proving 
facts to delving into emotions and mo
tivations. We will start requiring juries 
to determine what motivated ·the de
fendant's conduct instead of focusing 
on the factual issue of whether particu
lar conduct was committed. In short, 
H.R. 1152 would be adding a new, dan
gerous and virtually impossible respon
sibility to the criminal justice system. 
While I know the intention of this bill 
is primarily to protect racial and reli
gious minorities, the bill's impact is 
likely to fall hardest on the very peo
ple it is intended to help. In fact, a 
similar law in my home State of North 
Carolina has been used against black 
defendants in three of the five cases it 
was applied in North Carolina. Don't 
get me wrong, I'm not against pros
ecuting a guilty party whether that 
party is black or white. But it is well 
known that disproportionate numbers 
of minorities enter the criminal justice 
system. For example, African-Ameri
cans are four times as likely to be ar-

rested on drug charges as white people 
despite the fact that reliable data indi
cates that 75 percent of drug use in this 
country is by whites. While blacks rep
resent only about 12 percent of the 
overall U.S. population, they make up 
about 33 percent of the Federal prison 
population and 46 percent of the State 
prison population. 

This disproportionate representation 
occurs not only because of guilt or in
nocence. It occurs because of social and 
economic factors and also, whether we 
like to admit it or not, because of the 
racism that still exists in our society. 
Whether we like to admit it or not, our 
society is race conscious. We tend to 
express things in racial terms when 
we're emotional. I think it's a bad idea 
to make it possible to prosecute some
one for a hate crime and prolong crimi
nal trials and increase the burden on 
prisons every time a racial remark or 
epithet is uttered in the course of a 
fight. It's the assault which ought to be 
punished, not the emotional state of 
the person charged. 

While this law is intended to be color 
blind, based on my experience, I'm sure 
that its implementation will not be. 
We'll be back here in 3 to 5 years, la
menting that we need to revise this bill 
because we will have found that it is 
being used more often than not against 
the very people it was intended to ben
efit. 

I am further concerned that H.R. 1152 
becomes law, prose cu tors will use it as 
another bargaining chip in pressuring 
defendants, especially black defend
ants, to plead guilty. While there can 
be no question that people who commit 
criminal acts of violence against any
one should be punished, this bill would 
allow a prosecutor to have additional 
leverage over a defendant by raising 
the possibility of using bias to prove 
criminal wrongdoing. Thus, there is a 
danger that overzealous prosecutors 
might persuade defendants to plead 
guilty based upon things which may 
not even be related to the crime they 
are being accused of. 

Mr. Speaker, the criminal justice 
system in this country was intended to 
judge those accused of crimes objec
tively and unemotionally. But this bill 
asks the criminal justice system to 
take emotion into account in deter
mining guilt or innocence. Hate crimes 
involve issues which are inherently 
emotional. The issues of race, color, re
ligion, and sexual orientation are sur
rounded by intense, often subjective 
emotions in this country; using them 
as criteria by which to judge criminal 
guilt will only confuse and skew the 
administration of justice here. I ask 
my colleagues to join with me in vot
ing against this well-intentioned but 
misguided bill. I'm not concerned 
about its constitutionality. I just 
think it's a bad idea. 
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Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak
er, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. GILMAN]. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
.pleased to rise in support of this wor
thy measure. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my honor to rise in sup
port of H.R. 1152, the Hate Crimes Sentenc
ing Enhancing Act. I commend the gentleman 
from New Mexico [Mr. SCHIFF], and the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SCHUMER] for intro
ducing this worthy legislation. And, I praise the 
commitment that our Judiciary Committee has 
shown to the issues that affect our Nation. 
Under the effective leadership of the ranking 
member, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BROOKS], and the ranking minority member, 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. FISH], the 
103d Congress has approved a number of sig
nificant legislative initiatives that will positively 
benefit our Nation. 

With the passage of the Hate Crimes Sen
tencing Enhancement Act, the House of Rep
resentatives is affirming that as a Nation, we, 
will not tolerate the actions of those who com
mit acts of violence based on race, color reli
gion, national origin, ethnicity, general or sex
ual orientation. 

By directing the U.S. Sentencing Commis
sion to develop guidelines for Federal criminal 
cases that are found to be motivated by ha
tred, H.R. 1152 sends a clear signal to such 
offenders. 

As the Supreme Court demonstrated in the 
case of Wisconsin versus Mitchell-motivation 
is one of several factors that may be consid
ered when determining a sentence. In this de
cision, the court further stated that the enact
ment of laws, that impose tough penalties on 
crimes that are motivated by prejudice, do not 
violate an offender's freedom of speech. With 
this ruling, the Supreme Court has upheld the 
basic principle of H.R. 1152-those convicted 
of hate crimes must be held responsible for 
their actions. 

I am proud to stand before the House of 
Representatives in support of this legislation. 
While I do not believe that racism, anti
semitism, and intolerance will be abolished 
with the passage of H.R. 1152, I do believe 
that this measure provides our legal system 
with much needed support in that direction. 

More importantly, I am hopeful that as a re
sult of today's debate, as a Nation, we will 
learn. We will learn tolerance and acceptance. 
And, most importantly, I believe we will learn 
to respect all mankind. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak
er, I have no further requests for time, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. SCOTT]. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is designed to 
avoid hate crimes. Not only do these 
kinds of crimes terrorize neighbor
hoods but they also significantly dam
age race relations in a community. 

This bill is narrowly drawn to avoid 
imposing on speech, and it will go a 
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long way toward improving race rela
tions in America. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill has been re
viewed. It is very closely drawn, and it 
takes into consideration the Supreme 
Court decisions and will impose appro
priate punishment on those who inten
tionally select a victim because of 
race, color, gender, or other factors. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope it will be the 
pleasure of the House to pass the bill. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. NADLER]. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of the Hate Crimes 
Sentencing Enhancement Act of 1993, 
which, as has been stated, will increase 
the penalties for crimes directed 
against individuals by reason of their 
race, religion, sex, nationality, or sex
ual orientation. 

This legislation demonstrates our so
ciety's rightful abhorrence against 
these despicable and cowardly crimes. 

Mr. Speaker, there ought to be an 
extra penalty for hate crimes because 
the hate crime not only victimizes the 
individual by reason of the violence di
rected against him or her but victim
izes society and victimizes the individ
ual further by sending a message that 
because of the person's race, religion, 
creed, sexual orientation, or whatever, 
that person is not free to walk the 
streets, earn a living, or enjoy the fun
damental rights of all American citi
zens. That is its purpose. 

I have heard objections that this bill 
somehow violates the first amendment, 
that it makes it a thought crime. That 
is not true. The fact is that many of 
our laws, of course, contain elements of 
intent, of mens rea. Most criminal laws 
do. This intent would have to be prov
en, and, if proven, it constitutes an ele
ment of the offense as mens rea or in
tent does in many other crimes. 

If we as a nation truly value freedom 
and human dignity, we must act today 
against hate crimes. There can be no 
place in America for intolerance and 
hatred. Even today people from around 
the world look to us as a beacon of 
freedom, for that is our heritage, but 
our tradition of tolerance is threatened 
by the thugs who are responsible for 
the rising tide of hate crimes in this 
country. 

We must act now. The Supreme 
Court has ruled that similar legislation 
in several States meets constitutional 
muster. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend the gen
tleman from New York for introducing 
the bill, I commend the committee and 
the committee chairman for reporting 
it, and I urge my colleagues in the 
House to vote for this bill to send a 
message and create a reality that there 
will be fewer hate crimes in the United 
States. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. OWENS]. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 1152. 

This bill should be supported for 
many reasons, one of which is its pow
erful potential for education. It is im
portant that it be understood that in 
our democratic society we do consider 
it a more serious crime if one commits 
a crime on the basis of some hatred, ra
cial, ethnic, sexual orientation, or oth
erwise. 

It also should be supported because of 
its powerful impact in terms of deter
rence. Criminals who commit hate 
crimes think first. These are premedi
tated crimes. There is nothing that is 
accidental. It is not by emotion; it is 
always a premeditated crime against a 
person or against property. 

It also is important because the vic
tims of hate cri::nes are usually inno
cent people who have no defense. They 
cannot protect themselves, they can
not anticipate. Hate-crime criminals 
are different from other criminals. 
They come in all forms. One cannot 
distinguish them. They strike at any 
particular time; they strike at any par
ticular place. One cannot tell them 
from ordinary citizens. 

So hate crimes need to have special 
attention. Every schoolchild in a civics 
class or a social studies class needs to 
know that the U.S. Congress has passed 
a bill which raises any offense which 
has a motivation of hate three severity 
levels at least, that we consider it a 
more severe crime, that we consider it 
something that is more repugnant, and 
that our country and our national pur
pose militate against it. 

Mr. Speaker, that message needs to 
be sent, and this bill sends that mes
sage to all. It can deter, it can educate, 
and most of all, it can help protect all 
the innocent victims out there who 
have no defense against hate crimes. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. FROST]. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.R. 1152, legislation direct
ing the U.S. Sentencing Commission to 
adopt guidelines to increase the sen
tence for a Federal offense that was a 
hate crime. 

We are all disturbed by the number of 
crimes committed in this country that 
are motivated by the victim's race, 
color, religion, or national origin. Such 
acts simply have no place in a civilized 
society, and defendants found guilty of 
committing a hate crime should face a 
stiffer sentence as a result. 

A particularly heinous racially moti
vated hate crime occurred in my own 
congressional district, a crime that re
sulted in the death of the victim, Don
ald Thomas of Arlington, TX. The 
three defendants, all avowed white su
premacists, admitted that they se
lected their victim solely because he 
was black. 

The Justice Department is currently 
reviewing this case to determine 

whether any Federal statutes have 
been violated. Federal charges may yet 
be brought against the defendants once 
the State prosecution has been con
cluded. 

Mr. Speaker, this is one example 
where, if a Federal offense is found, 
longer sentences could be imposed. I 
believe that it is appropriate and nec
essary for us to strengthen the sen
tences for hate crimes. I support this 
legislation, and commend my colleague 
from new York, Mr. SCHUMER, for his 
leadership. 

D 1410 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from New York [Mr. TOWNS]. 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of the Hate 
Crimes Sentencing Enhancement Act 
which has been so strongly championed 
by many in this House. 

Mr. Speaker, many of the neighbor
hoods and communities of our country 
are facing increasing levels of violent 
crime. No one doubts that we need to 
protect all people. 

Yet there is a particular motivation 
for crime that should give all of us 
pause. That is the motivation of hate, 
not for any personal reason, but based 
on a victim's race, gender, ethnicity, or 
religion. Crimes which target victims 
on this basis attack the very nature of 
our society, and the hopes of our 
Founders to build an American iden
tity out of the diverse origins and be
liefs of the many people who call 
America home. 

Many of us treasure our distinctive 
heritage, and we are taught to tolerate 
the distinct heritage of others. But we 
cannot tolerate it when independent 
thought becomes the motivation for 
hate crime, when people are beaten for 
their race, when their property is de
stroyed because of their beliefs, when 
they are attacked because of their gen
der, or when they cannot walk the 
streets because of their sexual orienta
tion. 

Our democracy works because we 
protect the views of the minority. Our 
democracy cannot survive if those who 
differ from the majority can be at
tacked in the street. We must act to 
end hate crime, and I think this bill is 
a giant step in the right direction. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today in support of H.R. 1152, the Hate 
Crimes Sentencing Act. I wish to thank the 
distinguished chairman of the Judiciary Com
mittee for bringing this measure to the floor. I 
also want to commend the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Crime and Criminal Justice, 
Mr. SCHUMER, for his work on this bill, and his 
cooperation in resolving some of the issues 
that concerned me. 

Mr. Speaker, almost daily, the headlines re
mind us that our country, made up of diverse 
cultures, is becoming increasingly intolerant. 
Crime victims now are often chosen solely be
cause of their race, religion, gender, national 
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origin, or sexual orientation. While all crimes 
are an offense to society, hate crimes are es
pecially damaging because they convey a 
message of fear to entire communities. 

Several States have already taken the lead 
in condemning this particularly destructive type 
of crime by enacting hate crimes statutes. The 
Supreme Court has upheld the constitutionality 
of these statutes, clearing the way for enact
ment of a Federal hate crimes measure. 

H.R. 1152 is a measured approach to pun
ishing the perpetrators of hate crimes. The bill 
preserves the constitutional protections of due 
process and freedom of speech by requiring 
the prosecution to prove at trial and beyond a 
reasonable doubt that the offense is in fact a 
hate crime. This requirement will help ensure 
that only conduct directly related to a particu
lar act, and not simply hateful thought, is pun
ished. Proving the hate element at trial also al
lows the defendant to benefit from the rules of 
evidence by cross-examining witnesses and 
excluding illegally seized evidence. 

Mr. Speaker, hatred is a thought which has 
always been protected by the Constitution. 
However, when that thought is translated into 
action in the form of a hate crime, the Govern
ment has an obligation to punish that behav
ior. By passing H.R. 1152, we will sei;id the 
message that intolerance has no place in our 
society and there will be punishment for those 
who violate that ethic. I urge my colleagues to 
vote for the bill. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FIELDS of Louisiana). The question is 
on the motion offered by the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. BROOKS] that 
the House suspend the rules and pass 
the bill, H.R. 1152, a amended. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

AMENDING OMNIBUS CRIME CON
TROL AND SAFE STREETS ACT 
OF 1968 TO ALLOW FORMULA 
GRANTS IN CERTAIN CASES 
Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I move to 

suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 1385) to amend the Omni bus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 
1968 to allow formula grants to be used 
to prosecute persons driving while in
toxicated. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 1385 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. GRANT PROGRAM DESCRIPTION. 

Section 501(b) of title I of the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 is 
amended-

(1) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (21) and adding"; and"; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
"(22) programs for the prosecution of driv

ing while intoxicated and the enforcement of 
other laws relating to alcohol use and the 
operation of motor vehicles.''. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BROOKS] will be recognized 
for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER] will be 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BROOKS]. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
1385, which would amend the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 
1968 to allow Federal grant moneys to 
be used to prosecute persons driving 
while intoxicated, as well as to enforce 
other laws relating to alcohol use and 
the operation of motor vehicles. The 
legislation is important because it adds 
a new purpose for which formula grants 
can be used by the States. 

Mr. Speaker, title I of the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 
1968, provides two types of Federal 
grants to the States for use in law en
forcement: First, formula grants which 
go directly to each State and which 
presently specify 21 purposes for which 
the funds may be used; and second, dis
cretionary grants which the Bureau of 
Justice Assistance uses in making 
grants for those purposes it deems use
ful. Now, thanks to H.R. 1385, a new, 
important purpose will be added. 

I want to compliment the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SCHUMER], who 
chairs the Judiciary Committee's Sub
committee on Crime and Criminal Jus
tice. I also compliment the gentleman 
from New Mexico [Mr. SCHIFF] for in
troducing this bill and being such an 
ardent supporter in its behalf. 

H.R. 1385 is an important piece of leg
islation, and I urge the Members to 
cast their votes in support of it. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, at the outset, let me 
also add my words of praise to the gen
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. SCHIFF], 
who indeed has been the driving force 
behind this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, 25 years ago as a mem
ber of the Wisconsin State Assembly I 
was a cosponsor of my State's first im
plied consent law which was designed 
to give prosecutors and law enforce
ment the tools to convict people who 
were driving while intoxicated on Wis
consin roads. 

Mr. Speaker, drunk driving continues 
to be America's most critical highway 
safety problem. In 1991, the proportion 
of alcohol-related deaths to the total of 
all car crash fatalities was 48 percent-
the lowest it has been in ten years-but 
not low enough. Over 1 million con
stituents yearly are motor vehicle 
crash victims, including more than 
17,000 dead each year. According to one 
hearing witness, in 1992 about 355,000 
people were injured in crashes where 

alcohol was present. Added to this 
tragedy is the economic cost which in
cludes costing employers 15 million 
days of lost time and $46 billion annu
ally. The real problem with DWI is 
caused by repeat offenders and drivers 
with high blood alcohol contents or 
levels. I think we all know that. 

Mr. Speaker, this uncontroversial 
DWI bill was the subject of recent sub
committee hearings and can be easily 
summarized. H.R. 1385 amends the Om
nibus Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act by adding a 22d category of initia
tives toward which States may apply 
for Bureau of Justice Assistance Byrne 
program formula grant money. This 
bill will allow States to fund programs 
for the prosecution of driving while in
toxicated [DWI] and the enforcement of 
other laws relating to alcohol use and 
the operation of motor vehicles. This 
bill does not authorize any new spend
ing, but simply broadens the choices 
now given to the States on spending 
existing Federal criminal justice as
sistance to include DWI. The bill is 
purposely silent on how each State 
should use the grant moneys, since 
each State may require funds for dif
ferent operations involved with com
bating DWI. 

The subcommittee hearing was 
uncontroversial with respect to H.R. 
1385: All witnesses testified in support 
of H.R. 1385's block grants. On July 28, 
1993, the Subcommittee on Crime and 
Criminal Justice favorably reported 
H.R. 1385 by unanimous voice vote and 
without amendment. On September 14, 
1993, the full Committee on the Judici
ary ordered H.R. 1385 favorably re
ported to the House. 

H.R. 1385 is also consistent with prin
ciples of federalism. While fighting 
DWI is primarily a State and local law 
enforcement issue, this proposal will 
give them better tools and equipment 
to prevent and otherwise address this 
vexatious problem. Congress is placed 
in a supporting role, and this bill en
hances that supporting role. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
New Mexico [Mr. SCHIFF]. 

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I would 
also like to thank the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BROOKS], and the ranking 
member of the Committee on the Judi
ciary, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. FISH], for bringing this bill to the 
floor. I also want to thank the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SCHUMER] 
and the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
SENSENBRENNER], the subcommittee 
chairman and ranking member, for 
their support in the subcommittee and 
in the full committee on this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, the carnage that is 
caused by drunk drivers is all too well
known in our society. I personally be
lieve that more American citizens die 
as a result of the actions of drunk driv
ers than from the perpetrators of other 
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types of homicide, even though those 
other types of homicide tend to get 
more publicity. 

Because of the serious impact and 
death and injury and property damage 
caused by drunk drivers, the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SCHUMER] and the 
ranking member, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER], held a 
hearing on DWI and what should be 
done about it. 

Mr. Speaker, I have to say there was 
some controversy during the hearing. 
There was no controversy about fight
ing drunk driving. Everyone is in 
agreement about that. There is, how
ever, some legitimate disagreement as 
to what are the most effective meas
ures that can be taken to stop drunk 
driving. There is further legitimate 
disagreement as to what is the Federal 
role versus the State and local govern
ment role. 

However, during the hearings there 
was unanimous agreement by all of the 
witnesses, regardless of their position 
on any other issue, that H.R. 1385 
would be a useful addition to the law. 
It allows the States and local govern
ments to use their share of current 
Federal grant funds to help fight and 
prosecute drunk driving, if they choose 
to do so. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my belief that 
when drunk driving and the death and 
injury and property damage it causes 
are given to the States as a choice 
upon which they can choose to spend 
Federal grant funds, that it will be 
used in every opportunity that they 
have that option. 

0 1420 
This bill will give them that option. 

It will not, however, compel them to do 
anything. 

Again, I appreciate the support of my 
colleagues, and I urge passage of this 
bill. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak
er, I have no further requests for time, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished chairman 
of the subcommittee, the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SCHUMER]. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, again, I 
thank the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BROOKS] for bringing the bill to the 
floor and certainly want to commend 
my colleague, the gentleman from New 
Mexico [Mr. SCHIFF] for his longstand
ing efforts to move this bill. I know 
that the issue of drunken driving is a 
big problem throughout America par
ticularly in New Mexico. I think there 
is no one in the Congress who has done 
more to try and bring this issue to the 
attention of the public, as well as pro
posing decent solutions to it, than the 
gentleman from New Mexico. 

I would also like to thank my col
league, the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. SENSENBRENNER], for importuning 

all of us to move the bill of the gen
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. SCHIFF] 
along. 

Let me say that we all know the 
awareness of drunk driving has grown 
dramatically in the past decade. We 
know, my children know that friends 
do not let friends drive drunk. 

With this new awareness, drunk driv
ing deaths have been substantially re
duced. But we can still do much more. 

Drunk drivers continue to kill some 
17,000 people a year, injure a million 
more. So we have to continue our edu
cation efforts, and we have to continue 
our efforts at tough law enforcement. 
One without the other will not work. 

We have seen that this is one area in 
which both efforts pay off dramati
cally. There are literally, because we 
have worked on this before, thousands 
and thousands of people, tens of thou
sands of families that have a loved one 
alive who might have been dead had so 
many in America not done what we can 
to limit the scourge. 

This bill continues in that effort. It 
will allow the States to use existing 
grant funds to fight drunk driving. 

I underline to my colleagues that it 
does not increase grant amounts. It 
simply gives the States more flexibil
ity in using the money. That is what 
America is all about. As Brandeis said, 
the States are the laboratories in 
which we learn what is best to do these 
kinds of things. 

I compliment the gentleman from 
New Mexico [Mr. SCHIFF] on his excel
lent bill and hope it will move quickly 
through the House and Senate and be 
signed by the President. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SCHUMER. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 

I want to rise in support of the bill 
and to commend the committee, its 
distinguished chairman and ranking 
member, the gentleman from New Mex
ico [Mr. SCHIFF], and the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SCHUMER], for 
bringing this to the attention of the 
Congress and to make expanding the 
role of the States in trying to do more 
to enforce drunk driving laws. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise in strong 
support of H.R. 1385, legislation authorizing 
the use of formula grants to prosecute DWI 
cases. I commend my colleague, the gen
tleman from new Mexico [Mr. SCHIFF], for in
troducing this worthy legislation, and, I praise 
the commitment that our Judiciary Committee 
has shown to the issues that affect our Nation. 
Under the effective leadership of its distin
guished chairman, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. BROOKS], and the ranking minority mem
ber, the gentleman from New York [Mr. FISH], 
the 103d Congress has approved a number of 
significant legislative initiatives that will posi
tively benefit our Nation. 

As we are all aware, those who drive under 
the influence of alcohol pose a serious threat 

to our society. According to many sources, 
drunk driving is one of America's most serious 
highway safety problems, resulting in far too 
many fatalities. 

H.R. 1385 will amend the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968, to allow 
States to use formula grants for the prosecu
tion of persons who are accused of driving 
under the influence of alcohol. This legislation 
authorizes no new spending. Instead, this 
measure allows States to utilize formula grants 
as they attempt to manage this threatening 
problem. 

I am proud to support H.R. 1385. When one 
drives under the influence of alcohol, we are 
all in danger. If the enactment of this law 
saves only one life, this legislation will have 
accomplished its goal. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, I am in full sup
port of H.R. 1385, which would allow Federal 
funds to be used for programs to prosecute 
persons driving while intoxicated and to en
force drunk driving laws. 

H.R. 1385 is right in step with the ongoing 
efforts of the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation, which has authorized legisla
tion that provides criteria-based incentive 
grants to encourage States to adopt and im
plement programs to reduce alcohol-related 
fatalities and injuries on our Nation's high
ways. 

The first committee bill to provide incentive 
grants specifically dealing with the problem of 
drunk driving was enacted in 1982. Entitled 
"The Alcohol Traffic Safety Programs Act," 
this law authorized funds to implement and 
enforce specified countermeasures which 
were known to be effective in deterring drink
ing and driving. 

Most recently, the lntermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 included 
a section that builds on the 1982 act. Under 
the Alcohol-Impaired Driving Countermeasures 
Program, States are eligible for grants if they 
establish criteria providing for an expedited 
driver's license suspension or revocation sys
tem; an illegal blood alcohol content level for 
drivers; a roadside checkpoint program; a 
community-based self-sustaining drunk driving 
prevention program; an effective system for 
preventing underage drivers from obtaining al
coholic beverages; and a mandatory minimum 
imprisonment term. 

Together with the efforts of grassroots orga
nizations and State and local governments, 
these incentive grant progr·ams have had a 
positive effect in helping to reduce drunk driv
ing fatalities. States that have become eligible 
for grants under these programs have shown 
a greater reduction in the number of drunk 
driving-related fatalities than those that have 
not. 

The proof that drunk driving counter
measures really do work, whether from legisla
tive or grassroots action, can be seen in the 
results. According to the National Highway 
Traffic Safety Administration, the proportion of 
all alcohol-related traffic fatalities declined 
from 57.2 percent of the total highway deaths 
in 1982 to 45.1 percent in 1992. Included in 
that reduction is a 13-percent estimated reduc
tion in fatalities involving underage drivers, 
which is attributed to minimum drinking age 
laws. All States, plus the District of Columbia, 
have enacted 21-year-old minimum-drinking-
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age laws, as a result of the committee-spon
sored minimum-drinking-age law that was en
acted in 1984. 

More needs to be done, of course. H.R. 
1385 is another, important step in our battle to 
make our highways safe. I 1,1rge its passage, 
and I commend Chairman BROOKS and the 
members of the Judiciary Committee for bring
ing this important measure to the floor. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FIELDS of Louisiana). The question is 
on the motion offered by the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. BROOKS] that 
the House suspend the rules and pass 
the bill, H.R. 1385. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill 
was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on 
H.R. 1152 and H.R. 1385, the two bills 
just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

REAUTHORIZATION OF AMERICAN 
FOLKLIFE CENTER 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 2074) to authorize appropriations 
for the American Folklife Center for 
fiscal years 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
R.R. 2074 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS FOR THE AMERICAN 
FOLKLIFE CENTER. 

Section 8 of the American Folklife Preser
vation Act (20 U.S .C. 2107) is amended-

(!) by striking out "and" after "September 
30, 1992,"; and 

(2) by inserting after "September 30, 1993" 
the following: " , $1,120,000 for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1994, and $1,120,000 for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1995" . 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. CLAY] will be recognized 
for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from 
Nebraska [Mr. BARRETT] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. CLAY]. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

I am pleased to be able to speak on 
behalf of H.R. 2072, which provides for a 
2-year reauthorization of the American 

Folklife Center at a freeze level. The 
center was originally created within 
the Library of Congress by passage of 
the American Folklife Preservation 
Act of 1976. The Subcommittee on Li
braries and Memorials and the full 
House Administration Committee re
viewed the center's history, needs, 
budget, and value of the American peo
ple, and voted unanimously to report 
the reauthorizing legislation before 
this body today. The bill extends the 
center's authorization for 2 years, 
through fiscal year 1995, and it provides 
funding ceilings which maintain the 
center at exactly its present budgetary 
level. · 

Mr. Speaker, we need to find ways to 
encourage our fellow citizens to draw 
strength and a sense of identity from 
their cultural roots. At the same time, 
we urgently need to foster a deeper un
derstanding of the cultural traditions 
of our neighbors. Grassroots cultural 
traditions have always pointed the way 
for Americans to express themselves 
with dignity and creativity, and they 
have often become a means for cultural 
sharing that builds a stronger America. 

The American Folklife Center is 
doing its part to preserve our grass
roots traditions for future generations 
to understand and enjoy. This legisla
tion continues the work within a strin
gent budget, which is fiscally respon
sible in difficult times. I urge my col
leagues to support H.R. 2074, as amend
ed. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. I rise today in support 
of House Resolution 2074. This legisla
tion authorizes appropriations for the 
American Folklife Center for fiscal 
years 1994 and 1995. 

The center was established in 1976 
and has made continual progress in ex
panding its collections. The center's 
success is evident. Approximately 
50,000 people visit this remarkable at
traction each year. It has become one 
of the most significant repositories of 
traditional American culture. The cen
ter has become a place where American 
history, heritage, and way of life have 
been recorded and preserved. Ameri
cans are able to enrich their knowledge 
about the origins of their country, and 
record present day culture for poster
ity. 

The center is now beginning research 
on a major exhibition on African
American gospel music. Notable items 
that are contained in the center's col
lection include pioneer cylinder record
ings and original recordings of artists 
from Woodie Guthrie to Jelly Roll Mor
ton. Center programs include the train
ing of individuals on documentation, 
and the education initiative project, 
which works with school systems and 
education centers, promoting the inte
gration of American folklife into the 
American education system. 

Nebraska's own folklorist , Roger 
Welsch, of CBS "Sunday Morning" 
fame shared a pleasant story with me 
regarding a Folklife Center traveling 
exhibit. Mr. Welsch took the first of 
the American Folklife Center's old wax 
cylinder recordings to a nursing home. 
The recording was of Nebraska's 
Omaha Indian Tribe. Tribal members 
in the nursing home were filled with 
excitement and enthusiasm as they lis
tened to the voices and songs they 
hadn't heard since childhood. 

Ken Burns, who is noted for his 
"Civil War" series that aired on PBS, 
frequently u tilizes t he Folklife Cen
ter's resources . 

H.R. 2074 would continue funding for 
the center through 1994 and 1995 at the 
frozen 1992 and 1993 fiscal year levels of 
$1,200,000. This fiscal responsibility ex
hibited by the Library of Congress, 
serves the taxpayer by minimizing gov
ernment spending, while advancing 
educational and cultural tradition. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support this measure, and I reserve the 
balance of my time. 
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I have no further requests for time, 

Mr. Speaker, and I yield back the bal
ance of m y time. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 
FIELDS of Louisiana). The question is 
on the motion offered by the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY] that 
the House suspend the rules and pass 
the bill, H.R. 2074, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having vot ed in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill , 
as amended, was passed. 

The title of the bill was amended so 
as to read: "A bill to authorize appro
priations for the American Folklife 
Center for fiscal years 1994 and 1995." 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to re
vise and extend their remarks on H.R. 
2074, the bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

NATURAL HISTORY MUSEUM EAST 
COURT REAUTHORIZATION 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the Senate 
bill (S. 779) to continue the authoriza
tion of appropriations for the east 
court of the National Museum of Natu
ral History, and for other purposes. 
. The clerk read as follows: 
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s. 779 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, -
SECTION. 1. NATIONAL MUSEUM OF NATURAL 

msTORY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 2 of the Act enti

tled "An Act to authorize the Board of Re
gents of the Smithsonian Institution to plan, 
design, construct, and equip space in the 
East Court of the National Museum of Natu
ral History building, and for other pur
poses", approved October 24, 1990 (20 U.S.C. 50 
note), is amended by inserting " and succeed
ing fiscal years" after " 1991" . 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect as of 
October 24, 1990. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. CLAY] will be recognized 
for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from 
Nebraska [Mr. BARRETT] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. CLAY]. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 
minutes to the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON]. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, S. 779 is a 
simple bill which would continue to au
thorize appropriations for the east 
court construction project at the Na
tional Museum of Natural History 
until appropriations are expended. The 
bill corrects a drafting mistake in the 
1990 existing east court law. That law 
authorizes the Regents of the Smithso
nian Institution to plan, design, con
struct, and equip 80,000 square feet of 
space in the museum's east court. The 
Smithsonian is developing plans for use 
of the space. These plans along with ac
tivities planned for the new west court 
will generate new revenues for the mu
seum. 

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume, 

I rise today, Mr. Speaker, in support 
of S. 779. This legislation authorizes 
continued appropriations for the 
Smithsonian Museum of Natural His
tory, east court. The Museum of Natu
ral History is the largest museum
based natural science and research or
ganization in the world. As such, it 
plays a pivotal role in educating the 7 
million people who pass through its 
doors annually. In fact, some members 
of my own staff regularly visit the mu
seum and often comment on how much 
they learn from each visit. Because of 
the overwhelming popularity of the 
museum, it has experienced some over
crowding problems. This legislation 
will serve to remedy this situation. 

The purpose of this bill is to author
ize the Smithsonian to plan, design, 
construct, and equip space in the east 
court of the Museum of Natural His
tory. Sufficient funds were previously 
allocated for this project, but due to a 
mistake in the language of the bill, the 
funds were not authorized beyond the 
first fiscal year. The funds previously 
approved, cannot be used until the au-

thorization is extended. Support of this 
bill will continue authorization of this 
worthwhile project. 

I urge my colleagues to give their 
full support to S. 779. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is necessary be
cause of a drafting error in the original 
east court legislation. That original 
legislation, Public Law 101-455, author
ized $30 million for the Smithsonian 
Board of Regents to plan, design, con
struct, and equip the east court of the 
museum. However, there was a tech
nical drafting error in the original leg
islation. The law only authorized ap
propriations for fiscal year 1991; but 
not for succeeding years. 

S. 779 therefore is a technical amend
ment to section 2 of the act, and it sim
ply provides for a continuing author
ization for succeeding fiscal years. S. 
779, introduced by Senator SASSER, was 
passed by the Senate on May 28, 1993. 

Inasmuch as the legislative history 
of the original authorization clearly 
addressed multiyear phasing of this 
construction project, and funds have 
already been appropriated for this pur
pose, I ask that this legislation, mak
ing the technical correction, be ap
proved. I urge my colleagues to support 
s. 779. 

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. PETRI]. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speak er, I thank my 
colleague, tlie gentleman from Ne
braska, for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of S. 
779, a bill to continue the authorization 
of appropriations for the east court of 
the National Museum of Natural His
tory, and for other purposes. 

In 1990, Congress enacted Public Law 
101-455, an authorization to develop the 
east court of the Museum of Natural 
History. The language allowed expendi
tures only in fiscal year 1991. This bill 
would allow the Smithsonian to spend 
funds in subsequent years. S. 779 passed 
the Senate on May 28, 1993. 

The purpose of this project is to de
velop space for storage and personnel 
of the Natural History Museum. This is 
part of an overall renovation of the 
museum, which is over 70 years old. 
Employees, records, and other material 
will be housed for up to 8 years in this 
newly constructed space, while major 
renovation and improvement takes 
place, including replacement of all sys
tems, removal of asbestos, modernizing 
facilities, and the like. 

Once these renovations are complete, 
the east court will become a permanent 
part of the museum's support func
tions, and will alleviate the overcrowd
ing in this facility that has absorbed 
292 new employees over the last 20 
years. 

I support this legislation, and urge 
my colleagues to pass this needed tech
nical amendment. 

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. 
Speaker, I have no further requests for 
time, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
CLAY] that the House suspend the rules 
and pass the Senate bill, S. 779. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the Sen
ate bill was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to re
vise and extend their remarks on S. 
779, the Senate bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

PERMANENT AUTHORITY FOR 
QUARTERLY FINANCIAL REPORT 
PROGRAM 
Mr. SA WYER. Mr. Speaker, I move 

to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 2608) to make permanent the au
thority of the Secretary of Commerce 
to conduct the quarterly financial re
port program. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 2608 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That, effective as of Sep
tember 30, 1993, section 4 of Public Law 97-454 
(13 U.S.C. 91 note) is amended-

(1) by striking subsection (b); and 
(2) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub

section (b). 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. SAWYER] will be recognized 
for 20 minutes, and the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. PETRI] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. SAWYER]. 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to bring to 
the floor H.R. 2608, to make permanent 
the authority of the Secretary of Com
merce to conduct the Quarterly Finan
cial Report [QFR] Program. I am 
pleased to be the sponsor of this legis
lation, along with the ranking minor
ity member of the full committee, Con
gressman JOHN MYERS. 

The data produced through the Quar
terly Financial Report Program are es
sential for calculating key Government 
measures of the national economy, in
cluding gross domestic product esti
mates and flow of funds accounts. QFR 
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data tell us how our companies are 
faring economically. Are they making 
a profit or sustaining losses? We need 
to know that information in order to 
measure the soundness of our economy. 

The QFR was establishing 45 years 
ago as a permanent program under the 
authority of the Federal Trade Com
mission. In 1983, Congress transferred 
authority to conduct the QFR Program 
to the Department of Commerce: At 
that time, Congress inserted a sunset 
provision on the QFR, to ensure that 
the program would continue to work 
under the Commerce Department as 
well as it had under the FTC. I think it 
does. 

Congress reauthorized the QFR Pro
gram 3 years ago by unanimous con
sent. I think that the program is work
ing well enough, and is useful enough, 
to make it permanent again. 

H.R. 2608 will not increase funding re
quirements for the QFR Program. The 
QFR Program cost $2 million in fiscal 
year 1993. I think that is a modest in
vestment to make for data that are 
fundamental to sound economic deci
sions. Furthermore, the QFR is the 
sole source of the economic data it pro
duces. 
· I recognize that surveys impose a 
burden on those who must respond. The 
committee will continue to watch the 
Commerce Department closely to en
sure that its data collection activities 
do not place an undue burden on busi
nesses, particularly on small compa
nies that have fewer resources to de
vote to survey response. 

The Quarterly Financial Report Pro
gram is the Nation's most current and 
comprehensive source of data on cor
porate financial activity. H.R. 2608 will 
ensure the accuracy and continuity of 
principal economic indicators. Those 
indicators are the cornerstone of our 
ability to measure current economic 
conditions and to plan for our future 
economic well-being. I urge my col
leagues to support H.R. 2608. 

0 1440 
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I yield my

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2608 would perma

nently authorize the Secretary of Com
merce to conduct the Quarterly Finan
cial Report Program. The QFR Pro
gram is the most current and com
prehensive indicator of U.S. corporate 
financial activity. It provides essential 
financial data for the calculation of 
key Government measures of U.S. eco
nomic performance such as estimates 
of the gross domestic product and flow 
of funds accounts. In short, it is an im
portant economic tool for both busi
ness and the Government. 

I recognize that surveys such as this 
are often a burden for those smaller 
businesses who must respond. However, 
I note that over the past several years 

the Commerce Department has taken 
substantial steps to minimize these re
porting requirements. In addition, the 
committee report which accompanies 
this legislation specifically directs the 
Secretary to minimize these burdens to 
the extent possible. I support this goal, 
and I will do everything possible to en
sure that it is met. 

Mr. Speak er, I have no further re
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FIELDS of Louisiana). The question is 
on the motion offered by the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. SAWYER] that 
the House suspend the rules and pass 
the bill, H.R. 2608. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill 
was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks, and 
include extraneous matter, on H.R. 
2608, the bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

FEDERAL PHYSICIANS 
PARABILITY ALLOWANCE 
OF 1978 EXTENSION 

COM
ACT 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 2685) to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to extend the Federal 
Physicians Comparability Allowance 
Act of 1978, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 2685 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. EXTENSIONS. 

(a) EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY.-
(1) AMENDMENT TO TITLE 5, UNITED STATES 

CODE.- The second sentence of section 5948(d) 
of title 5, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: " No agreement shall be en
tered into under this section later than Sep
tember 30, 1997, nor shall any agreement 
cover a period of service extending beyond 
September 30, 1999.". 

(2) EXTENSION OF REPEALER.-Section 3 of 
the Federal Physicians Comparability Allow
ance Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. 5948 note) is amend
ed by striking " September 30, 1995" and in
serting "September 30, 1999". 

(3) ADVANCE APPROPRIATIONS REQUIRED.
Any service agreement entered into on or 
after the date of the enactment of this Act 
pursuant to section 5948 of title 5, United 
States Code, as amended by paragraph (1), 
shall be effective only to such extent or in 

such amounts as are provided in advance in 
appropriation Acts. 

(4) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.-The amend
ments made by this subsection shall not be 
construed to authorize additional or supple
mental appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1993. 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.-
(1) AMENDMENT TO PUBLIC LAW 100-140.-Ef

fective as of October 27, 1987, section 1 of 
Public Law 100-140 (101 Stat. 830) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

"(c) EXTENSION OF REPEALER.-Section 3 of 
the Federal Physicians Comparability Allow
ance Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. 5948 note) is amend
ed by striking 'September 30, 1989' and in
serting 'September 30, 1992'.". 

(2) AMENDMENT TO PUBLIC LAW 101-420.-Ef
fective as of October 13, 1990, Public Law 101-
420 (104 Stat. 908) is amended-

(A) by inserting "(a)" after "That"; and 
(B) by adding at the end the following: 
"(b) Section 3 of the Federal Physicians 

Comparability Allowance Act of 1978 (5 
U.S.C. 5948 note) is amended by striking 
'September 30, 1992' and inserting 'September 
30, 1995'.". 

(C) ORDER OF AMENDMENTS.-For purposes 
of applying the amendments made by this 
section-

(1 ) the provisions of subsection (b)(l) shall 
be treated as having been enacted imme
diately before the provisions of subsection 
(b)(2) ; and 

(2) the provisions of subsection (b)(2) shall 
be treated as having been enacted imme
diately before the provisions of subsection 
(a). 
SEC. 2. REP ORTING REQUIREMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 5948 of title 5, 
United Stat es Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

"(j)(l) Not later than June 30 of each year, 
the President shall submit to each House of 
Congress a written report on the operation of 
this section. Each report shall include, with 
respect to the year covered by such report, 
information as to-

"(A) which agencies entered into agree
ments under this section; 

"(B) the nature and extent of the recruit
ment or retention problems justifying the 
use of authority by each agency under this 
section; 

"(C) the number of physicians with whom 
agreements were entered into by each agen
cy; 

"(D) the size of the allowances and the du
ration of the agreements entered into; and 

"(E) the degree to which the recruitment 
or retention problems referred t o in subpara
graph (B) were alleviated under.· this section. 

"(2) In addition to the information re
quired under paragraph (1), the last report 
due under this subsection before the expira
tion of the authority to enter into agree
ments under this section shall include-

"(A) recommendations as to whether or 
not such authority should be continued be
yond September 30, 1997, and, if so, by what 
period of time; and 

"(B) the reasons for those recommenda
tions.". 

"(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The first report 
under section 5948(j) of title 5, United States 
Code, as amended by subsection (a), shall be 
due not later than June 30, 1994. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from 
the District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON] 
will be recognized for 20 minutes, and 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
PETRI] will be recognized for 20 min
utes. 
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The Chair r ecognizes the gentle

woman from the District of Columbia 
[Ms. NORTON] . 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such t ime as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the Federal Physicians 
Comparability Act of 1978 is scheduled 
to sunset on September 30, 1993. The 
act permits Federal agencies experi
encing problems recruiting and retain
ing physicians to enter into service 
agreements with physicians providing 
for special pay allowances of up to a 
maximum of $14,000 for those with less 
than 2 years of Government experience, 
and $20,000 for those with more service. 

H.R. 2685 reauthorizes the act for an 
additional 4 years, makes needed tech
nical corrections in the 1970 and 1990 
act reauthorizing the allowances, and 
requires the President to submit an an
nual report to the Congress on the 
agencies' use of physicians' com
parability allowances. 

The Subcommittee on Compensation 
and Employee Benefits held a hearing 
on the reauthorization of the act in 
June 1993. We received testimony from 
the OPM Director, Dr. James King, and 
the Federal Physicians Association 
president, Dr. Charles Sneiderman. 

Dr. King indicated the program is op
erating successfully and needs no modi
fications. He reported in fiscal year 
1992 some 3,000 physicians were eligible 
under the program, and one-half of 
these actually received allowances. 
The average allowance paid in fiscal 
year 1992 was a little over $14,000. 

Director King pointed out that agen
cies still need the additional financial 
incentive of physicians' comparability 
allowances to compete successfully for 
the physicians they need. Director 
King recommended that the allowance 
authority be extended for another 4 
years. I believe that the record sup
ports such an extension. 

Moreover, I believe that such an ex
tension and stability in this program is 
especially necessary now when we are 
about to receive the President's health 
care reform legislation. 

We are requiring that detailed infor
mation on each agency's use of allow
ances be provided to our committee so 
that we can carefully monitor the need 
for these expenditures. 

On August 4, 1993, the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service unani
mously reported this bill out of com
mittee. I urge approval of H.R. 2685. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, it is an honor for me to 
speak in favor of H.R. 2685, the Exten
sion of the Federal Physicians Com
parability Allowance Act [PCA] of 1978. 

At the hearing, the Office of Person
nel Management testified that it sup
ports the measure. the PCA gives the 
Government the flexibility to recruit 
Federal physicians and retain out-

standing physicians already serving in 
Government. The Secretary of Health 
and Human Services also endorses the 
extension of the PCA, saying that "the 
PCA has been the cornerstone provi
sion essential to the recruitment and 
retention of physicians in the Depart
ment of Health and Human Services, 
but particularly within the Public 
Heal th Service." The Director of the 
Federal Bureau of Prisons submitted 
compelling testimony and statistics 
backing the need to extend the Physi
cians Comparability Act in order to re
cruit and retain physicians in the 71 
Federal correctional facilities. 

Federal physicians contribute to 
every aspect of our Nation's health 
care system, including research and de
velopment of drugs, vaccines, medical 
and surgical devices. It is essential 
that the Federal Government offer 
these doctors a salary competitive with 
the private sector. 

Even with the applicability of the 
PCA, Federal physicians earn signifi
cantly less than the nationwide mean 
income for physicians in the private 
sector. I urge my colleagues to support 
H.R. 2685. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, it is an honor 
for me to speak in favor of H.R. 2685, the Ex
tension of the Federal Physicians Comparabil
ity Allowance Act [PCA] of 1978. 

I have worked in support of the Physicians 
Comparability Act for some years, including 
Public Law 101-240 which extended the act to 
September 30, 1993. I also introduced H.R. 
1535 this term to extend the act for 4 years. 
I thank the chair of the Subcommittee on 
Compensation and Employee Benefits for 
holding a hearing on the bill on June 9 of this 
year and for incorporating portions of the 
measure into H.R. 2685 of which I am an 
original cosponsor, and which is before us 
today. I am also pleased that this legislation 
was scheduled in such a timely manner. 

At the hearing, the Office of Personnel Man
agement testified that it supports the measure. 
The PCA gives the Government the flexibility 
to recruit Federal physicians and retain out
standing physicians already serving in Govern
ment. The Secretary of Health and Human 
Services also endorses the extension of the 
PCA, saying that "the PCA has been the cor
nerstone provision essential to the recruitment 
and retention of physicians in the Department 
of Health and Human Services, but particularly 
within the Public Health Service." The Director 
of the Federal Bureau of Prisons submitted 
compelling testimony and statistics backing 
the need to extend the Physicians Com
parability Act in order to recruit and retain phy
sicians in the 71 Federal correctional facilities. 

Federal physicians contribute to every as
pect of our Nation's health care system, in
cluding research and development of drugs, 
vaccines, medical and surgical devices. It is 
essential that the Federal Government offer 

these doctors a salary competitive with the pri
vate sector. 

Even with the applicability of the PCA, Fed
eral physicians earn significantly less than the 
nationwide mean income for physicians in the 
private sector. We must continue to support 
incentives to recruit and retain physicians in 
the Federal sector. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentlewoman from the District of 
Columbia [Ms. NORTON] that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 2685. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill 
was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

FEDERAL EMPLOYEES LEA VE 
SHARING AMENDMENTS ACT OF 
1993 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the Senate 
bill (S. 1130) to provide for continuing 
authorization of Federal employee 
leave transfer and leave bank pro
grams, and for other purposes as 
amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
s. 1130 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the " Federal Em
ployees Leave Sharing Amendments Act of 
1993". 
SEC. 2. REPEAL OF TERMINATION PROVISION. 

Section 2(d) of the Federal Employees 
Leave Sharing Act of 1988 (5 U.S.C. 6331 note) 
is repealed, effective as of October 30, 1993. 
SEC. 3. ADVANCED LEAVE NOT TO BE CONSID-

ERED IN DETERMINING WHETHER 
ANY PAID LEA VE IS AVAILABLE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Sections 6331(4) and 
6361(6) of title 5, United States Code, are 
each amended by striking " leave." and in
serting "leave (disregarding any advanced 
leave). " . 

(b) TECHNICAL CORRECTION.-Section 6331(4) 
of title 5, United States Code , is amended by 
inserting " the term" after " (4)" . 
SEC. 4. ACCRUAL OF LEAVE. 

Section 6337(c) of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

" (c)(l) Any annual or sick leave accrued by 
an employee under this section shall be 
transferred to the appropriate leave account 
of such employee under subchapter I, and 
shall be available for use-

"(A) as of the beginning of the first appli
cable pay period beginning after the date on 
which the employee's medical emergency 
terminates as described in paragraph (1) or 
(2) of section 6335(a); or 

"(B) if the employee's medical emergency 
has not yet terminated, once the employee 
has exhausted all transferred leave made 
available to such employee under this sub
chapter. 

" (2) In the event that the employee's medi
cal emergency terminates as described in 
section 6335(a)(3)-

" (A) any leave accrued but not yet trans
ferred under this section shall not be cred
ited to such employee; or 
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"(B) if there remains, as of the date the 

emergency so terminates, any leave which 
became available to such employee under 
paragraph (l)(B), such leave shall cease to be 
available for any purpose. 

"(d) Nothing in this section shall be con
sidered to prevent, with respect to a continu
ing medical emergency, further transfers of 
leave for use after leave accrued under this 
section has been exhausted by the em
ployee.". 
SEC. 5. EMPLOYEE PARTICIPATION IN LEAVE 

BANK AND LEAVE TRANSFER PRO· 
GRAMS. 

(a) AUTHORITY TO PARTICIPATE IN BOTH 
PROGRAMS.-

(!) IN GENERAL.-Section 6373 of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 
"§ 6373. Authority to participate in both pro

grams 
"(a) The Office of Personnel Management 

shall prescribe regulations under which an 
employee participating in a leave bank pro
gram under this subchapter may, subject to 
such terms or conditions as the Office may 
establish, also make or receive donations of 
leave under subchapter III. 

"(b) Notwithstanding any provision of sec
tion 6337 or 6371, if an employee uses leave 
transferred to such employee under sub
chapter III and leave made available to such 
employee under this subchapter in connec
tion with the same medical emergen•cy, the 
maximum number of days of annual leave 
and sick leave, respectively, which may ac
crue to such employee in connection with 
such medical emergency shall be the same as 
if all of that leave had been made available 
to such employee under this subchapter.". 

(2) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.-The table of 
sections for chapter 63 of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended by striking the item 
relating to section 6373 and inserting the fol
lowing: 
"6373. Authority to participate in both pro

grams.''. 
(b) ELIMINATION OF PROVISION TREATING 

LEAVE BANK PROGRAM AS A DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECT.- Section 6362 of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended-

(!) by striking subsection (b); and 
(2) in subsection (a) by striking "(a)". 

SEC. 6. EFFECTIVE DATE. 
Except as provided in section 2, this Act 

and the amendments made by this Act shall 
take effect as of the 120th day after the date 
of the enactment of this Act or such earlier 
date as the Office of Personnel Management 
may by regulation prescribe. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from 
the District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON] 
will be recognized for 20 minutes, and 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
PETRI] will be recognized for 20 min
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle
woman from the District of Columbia 
[Ms. NORTON]. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, S. 1130, approved by the 
Senate on July 14, 1993, reauthorizes 
the Federal · Employees Leave Sharing 
Act of 1978 which is scheduled to sunset 
on October 31, 1993. 

S. 1130 also makes several changes in 
current law necessary to implement 
the recommendations made by the Of
fice of Personnel Management in its re-
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port to Congress on the Feder~l Em
ployees Leave Sharing Act of 1988, Pub
lic Law 100-566. 

First, the bill makes both the leave 
transfer and the leave banking pro
grams permanent. Second, S. 1130 pro
vides that advanced leave is not to be 
considered when determining eligi
bility for donated leave. Third, the bill 
eliminates the requirement that leave 
accrued during the medical emergency 
be set aside until the medical emer
gency is terminated. 

Finally, the bill permits employees 
to participate in both the leave trans
fer and the leave bank program. 

D 1450 
The amendment is in the nature of a 

substitute to S. 1130, adopted by the 
Subcommittee on Compensation and 
Employee Benefits on July 22, and by 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service on August 4, 1993. It primarily 
makes technical changes in S. 1130 
needed to clarify some of the bill's pro
visions. There are, however, a few addi
tional provisions which, while consist
ent with OPM's recommendations, 
make changes which were not con
tained in the Senate-passed S. 1130. The 
first of these changes maintains a cur
rent limit on the accrual of the annual 
or sick leave during a medical emer
gency to 5 days whether the employee 
participates in either a leave transfer 
program or a leave bank program or 
both. 

The second change strikes sections 
6362(b) of title V, which established the 
leave bank program as a demonstration 
project. This provision no longer has 
relevance, of course. 

Finally, section 6 gives OPM needed 
flexibility to delay the effective date of 
this legislation for up to 120 days to 
allow for promulgation of new regula
tions. 

At the subcommittee our hearing on 
the reauthorization of the Leave Shar
ing Act on May 19, 1993, the GAO and 
several employee organizations ex
pressed strong support for OPM's rec
ommendations. The need for the 
changes OPM recommends is supported 
by the record we have established. 

In addition, no cost is anticipated, 
because the costs involved will come 
out of appropriated funds. Indeed, this 
bill is likely to save money. The trend 
reveals that higher paid employees do
nate to lower paid employees with pay
out by the Government at the salary 
rate of the lower paid employees. 

At a time when there has been near 
universal praise for the recently re
leased national performance review re
port, this bill moves in the direction 
this report advocates. 

The report notes that in excess of 96 
percent of Federal employees with de
pendent care needs met them through 
the leave sharing programs. I am not 
surprised that the NPR report urges 
the Congress to reauthorize the Fed
eral Employee Leave Sharing Act. 

I ask the House to do so as well and 
pass S. 1130, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
act favorably on the measure before us, 
S. 1130. I am pleased that this bill has 
moved through the legislative process 
so quickly. 

The 5-year leave sharing demonstra
tion project was highly successful. The 
program is due to expire at the end of 
October this year and it is appropriate 
that we act on the measure now. This 
program permits Federal employees to 
donate their annual leave either into a 
leave bank or directly to Federal em
ployees who have exhausted their accu
mulated sick and annual leave because 
of medical emergencies. The donated 
leave may be used for the recipient em
ployee during the period of their own 
illness or the illness of a family mem
ber. 

I hope that all States and large in
dustries will implement the leave shar
ing and leave bank concept. 

S. 1130 will reauthorize the leave 
bank and leave sharing program per
manently. This is another humani
tarian, family friendly bill which de
serves swift passage. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
S. 1130, legislation that permanently reauthor
izes the Federal Employees Leave Sharing 
Act of 1988 (Public Law 100-566). This meas
ure makes both the leave transfer and leave 
bank programs permanent, thereby allowing 
Federal employees to donate annual leave to 
coworkers who have used up their annual 
leave and sick leave as a result of a pro
longed illness. When experiencing severe per
sonal or medical problems, sometimes the gift 
of time is exactly what the doctor ordered. 

I commend the managers of this legislation 
for bringing it to the floor so quickly. Both the 
leave transfer and leave bank proposals are 
highly successful and merit permanent con
tinuation. The leave transfer program allows 
employees to donate their annual leave di
rectly to other Federal employees and the 
leave bank program allows employees to do
nate their annual leave to a leave bank for use 
by any member of the bank stricken by a 
medical emergency. When time is needed for 
a full recovery, this program is a tremendous 
aid. 

What we are doing through these leave 
sharing programs is merely encouraging the 
generous behavior of our Federal employees. 
I learned of lhe leave sharing idea after a con
stituent, Robert Hague, wrote me about his 
desire to share some of his leave with a blind 
colleague, Barbara DiPietrantonio, who, as a 
relatively new employee, had not accrued 
enough leave to cover time needed to train a 
new guide dog. Barbara's ability to carry out 
her job effectively is dependent of the mobility 
she has achieved through reliance on a guide 
dog. Without the generosity of Mr. Hague, 
Barbara would have had to take annual leave 
or leave without pay to train with her new dog. 
Leave sharing removes that financial impedi
ment to proper treatment of a sickness, phys
ical handicap, or other problem whose proper 
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treatment depends on the healing power of 
time. 

In 1988, the Congress approved my amend
ment to the fiscal year 1988 continuing appro
priations bill creating a 1-year Government
wide leave sharing program for Federal em
ployees who were facing medical or family 
emergencies. Congress has extended this pro
gram since then, and, after studying the pro
gram and finding that it has been highly suc
cessful, we are now prepared to extend this 
authority permanently. 

I am a strong advocate of programs that will 
help strengthen the families of our Federal 
employees and support this and other innova
tive measures that improve the working envi
ronment for Federal workers. Also, as the Na
tion's largest employer, this measure may 
serve as a model for State governments and 
private industry to follow when designing leave 
programs for ill employees. I encourage Mem
bers to support this permanent and long-await
ed extension of leave sharing authority. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FIELDS of Louisiana). The question is 
on the motion offered by the gentle
woman from the District of Columbia 
[Ms. NORTON] that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the Senate bill, S. 
1130, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the Sen
ate bill, as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

SUNDRY MESSAGES FROM THE 
PRESIDENT 

Sundry messages in writing from the 
President of the United States were 
communicated to the House by Mr. 
Edwin Thomas, one of his secretaries. 

FEDERAL EMPLOYEES HUMANI
TARIAN LEAVE ACT OF 1993 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 2751) to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to provide for the grant
ing of leave to Federal employees wish
ing to serve as bone-marrow or organ 
donors, and to allow Federal employees 
to use sick leave for purposes relating 
to the adoption of a child, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 2751 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Federal Em
ployees Humanitarian Leave Act of 1993". 
SEC. 2. AVAil.A.BILITY OF PAID LEAVE TO SERVE 

AS A BONE-MARROW OR ORGAN 
DONOR. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Subchaper II of chapter 63 
of title 5, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

"§ 6327. Absence in connection with serving 
as a bone-marrow or organ donor 
"(a) An employee in or under an Executive 

agency is entitled to leave without loss of or 
reduction in pay, leave to which otherwise 
entitled, credit for time or service, or per
formance or efficiency rating, for the time 
necessary to permit such employee to serve 
as a bone-marrow or organ donor. 

"(b) Not to exceed 7 days of leave may be 
used under this section by an employee in a 
calendar year. 

" (c) The Office of Personnel Management 
may prescribe regulations for the adminis
tration of this section." . 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.-(!) Section 
6129 of title 5, United States Code, is amend
ed by inserting " 6327," after "6326,". 

(2) The table of sections for chapter 63 of 
title 5, United States Code, is amended by 
adding after the item relating to section 6326 
the following: 
"6327. Absence in connection with serving as 

a bone-marrow or organ 
donor. " . 

SEC. 3. USE OF SICK LEAVE IN ADOPTING A 
CHILD. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Section 6307 of title 5, 
United States Code, in amended-

(!) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub
section (d); 

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol
lowing: 

"(c) Sick leave provided by this section 
may be used for purposes relating to the 
adoption of a child."; and 

(3) in subsection (d) (as so redesignated by 
paragraph (1)), by inserting " or for purposes 
relating to the adoption of a child," after 
"ailment,". 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.-Section 6129 of 
title 5, United States Code, is amended by 
striking "6307 (a) and (c)," and inserting 
"6307 (a) and (d),". · 

(C) ELECTION TO HAVE ANNUAL LEAVE RE
STORED.-The Office of Personnel Manage
ment shall prescribe regulations under which 
any employee who used or uses annual leave 
for an adoption-related purpose, after Sep
tember 30, 1991, and before the date as of 
which sick leave first becomes available for 
such purpose as a result of the enactment of 
this section, may, upon appropriate written 
application, elect to have such employee's 
leave accounts adjusted to reflect the 
amount of annual leave and sick leave, re
spectively, which would remain had sick 
leave been used instead of all or any portion 
of the annual leave actually used, as des
ignated by the employee. 

(2) An application under this subsection 
may not be approved unless it is submitted

(A) within 1 year after the date of the en
actment of this Act or such later date as the 
Office may prescribe; 

(B) in such form and manner as the Office 
shall require; and 

(C) by an individual who is an employee as 
of the time of application. 

(3) For the purpose of this subsection, the 
term "employee" has the meaning given 
such term in section 6301(2) of title 5, Urtited 
States Code. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from 
the District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON] 
will be recognized for 20 minutes, and 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
PETRI] will be recognized for 20 min
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle
woman from the District of Columbia 
[Ms. NORTON]. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2751 allows Federal 
employees to use accrued sick leave for 
purposes related to the adoption of a 
child and to use up to 7 days of admin
istrative leave for the purpose of serv
ing as a bone-marrow or organ donor. 
During the 102d Congress, the House 
passed H.R. 2675, a bill identical to H.R. 
2751 which is before us today. 

But the Senate took no action on the 
bill during the remainder of the 102d 
Congress. 

H.R. 2751 is important legislation to 
Federal workers and is emplematic of 
the action that a large, modern, and 
concerned employer in our country, es
pecially the Federal Government, 
should take. 

The bill enables adoptive parents in 
the Federal work force to use accrued 
sick leave, an option now reserved for 
biological parents. In addition, by al
lowing up to 7 days of administrative 
leave, or the time necessary to serve as 
an organ or bone-marrow donor, the 
Federal Government is providing an in
centive to Federal employees to volun
teer to be donors and thereby to in
crease the size and the diversity of the 
donor registry. 

With 3 million employees of every 
race and ethnicity in the States of the 
Federal Union, the Federal employees, 
by themselves, could make a difference 
in raising both the level and the effec
tiveness of the vital donor registry. 

The provision of this bill allowing 
adoptive parents the same rights as bi
ological parents in the use of sick leave 
is overdue. 

We are experiencing a child crisis, in 
the number of babies and youngsters 
victimized by the absence of stable pa
rental care We must make adoption 
easier and look for innovative incen
tives to encourage individuals of every 
background to offer themselves as 
adoptive parents. The use of accrued 
sick leave for this purpose places the 
Federal Government's imprimatur on 
adoption and helps pave the way for 
generous employees who want to share 
their homes and their lives with an 
adopted child. 

The Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service passed H.R. 2751 unani
mously. I urge the House to do the 
same and adopt H.R. 2751. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to commend the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. ACKER
MAN] for introducing the Federal Em
ployees Humanitarian Leave Act of 
1993. I would also like to recognize our 
colleague from Virginia [Mr. WOLF], 
who has been a constant and ardent 
supporter of family friendly policies for 
Federal employees. 

H.R. 2751 would change the current 
law regarding utilization of leave for 
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bone marrow and organ donations. 
Presently, Federal employees must use 
annual leave in order to donate to a re
cipient. Organ and bone marrow donors 
are making a supreme sacrifice so that 
others may enjoy a better quality of 
life. It is appropriate that we broaden 
the leave provision to enable Federal 
employees to be granted 7 days of paid 
leave so that donors will not have to 
deplete their accumulated sick or an
nual leave. This legislation protects 
the employee's-donor's-leave, credit 
for time in service, and the employee's 
performance or efficiency rating. 

This legislation will also make per
manent the provision to grant sick 
leave for the purpose of adopting a 
child. It would give adoptive parents 
the same benefits which are currently 
extended to biological parents for fam
ily building. Adoptive parents face in
numerable hours in the process of 
adoption, such as court dates, traveling 
to pick up the child, doctors visits, etc. 
It is only fair that adoptive parents are 
given the same benefits as biological 
parents. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 
2751. 

D 1500 
Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. ACKER
MAN]. 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman from the Dis
trict of Columbia for moving this legis
lation forward so efficiently. 

Mr. Speaker, the Federal Employees 
Humanitarian Leave Act of 1993, H.R. 
2751, will make it easier for Federal 
employees to adopt a child using sick 
leave, and will provide additional leave 
for those who wish to serve as organ 
donors. 

In nearly identical form, this bill was 
introduced by myself, Mr. HOYER, Mr. 
WOLF, Ms. BYRON, and Mr. YOUNG, and 
passed in the 102d Congress. This, how
ever, was never considered on the Sen
ate floor. 

The Congressional Budget Office has 
declared this legislation to be budget 
neutral. 

Once again, this bill suggests the fol
lowing two benefits for Federal em
ployees. 

The first benefit will enable Federal 
employees to use accrued sick leave in 
order to adopt a child. Under current 
law, Federal employees can only use 
annual leave for adoption purposes. 

H.R. 2751 would allow Federal em
ployees to take sick leave and/or an
nual leave to adopt a child. 

There has already been a successful 
pilot program that was included by Mr. 
HOYER in the Treasury, Postal Service, 
and General Government Appropria
tions Act of 1991, which authorized the 
use of sick leave for the purposes of 
adopting a child. 

As a result of this experimental adop
tion program, 524 employees utilized 

approximately 28,000 hours of sick 
leave to adopt a child in 1991. This 
amounted to an average of 53 hours, or 
almost 7 days per employee. Both male 
and female employees utilized the pro
gram almost equally. 

The program is a proven success and 
promotes a humanitarian concept that 
we, as legislators need to promote. 
This is an issue of family values that 
all Members, regardless. of political 
philosophy, can support. 

The second benefit for Federal em
ployees provided by this bill will be an 
addition of up to 7 days of administra
tive leave per year for those who wish 
to donate bone marrow or to donate an 
organ. 

This leave will be added to any other 
leave to which the employee would be 
entitled. I believe this benefit will pro
vide an additional incentive for bone 
marrow or organ donors to help save a 
life. 

Under current law, Federal employ
ees can only use their own sick or an
nual leave in order to donate an organ 
or bone marrow. 

We need not penalize our employees 
by taking away their leave as a result 
of their willingness to contribute to 
the health and well-being of others. 

I strongly believe that the organ 
donor provision will help alleviate any 
doubts donors may have about whether 
or not to utilize their personal, sick, 
and annual leave for another's benefit. 

Additionally, it will encourage peo
ple to give of themselves, literally to 
give of themselves to help another live. 

On behalf of myself, Mr. HOYER, Mr. 
YOUNG, Mr. HYDE, and Mrs. MORELLA, 
we ask our colleagues to join us today 
in support of a bill that is budget neu
tral, will provide stable homes for 
adopted children, and will save lives. 

If you have been waiting for a bill 
that is pro-choice, pro-life and pro-fam
ily, this is it. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, as an original co
sponsor of H.R. 2751, I rise in strong support 
of the Federal Employees Humanitarian Leave 
Act of 1993 and commend the chairman and 
ranking member for bringing this important 
legislation to the floor in an expeditious man
ner. Since the passage of my amendment in
cluded on the Treasury, Postal Service, and 
General Government Appropriations Act for 
fiscal year 1991 (Public Law 101-509). provid
ing for a temporary experimental program au
thorizing the use of sick leave by Federal em
ployees for purposes relating to adoptions, all 
indications are that this program works well 
and should be made permanent. 

The adoption process is often long, tire
some, and expensive. This legislation should 
help to ease the adoption process for Federal 
employees. 

The American family has never before been 
under so much stress and there is an increas
ing number of parentless children. Adoption 
provides one of the best ways to ensure that 
children are reared in good homes by loving 
families. Adoption is a very personal decision 
for a family, one that should be made with the 

best interests of the child and family in mind. 
By making sick leave available to adopting 
parents, this legislation will help alleviate some 
of the time and financial impediments to adop
tion and signify the Federal Government's 
commitment to encouraging adoption. 

Just as biological parents are allowed to use 
sick leave for prenatal doctor visits, adoptive 
parents will now be able to use sick leave in
stead of annual leave to make all of the nec
essary, and often expensive, arrangements 
with attorneys and social workers as part of 
the adoption process. In addition, this legisla
tion makes sick leave available for post-place
ment adoption purposes as well as pre-place
ment thereby allowing parents some quality 
time to become acquainted and bond with 
their adopted child. This is one small step in 
support of families. 

As the largest employer in the Nation, the 
Federal Government should play a key role in 
setting standards for adoption policy by lead
ing through example. I have worked on many 
family friendly work initiatives in the Federal 
Government to advance the interests of the 
American family. Programs such as flexitime, 
job sharing, leave sharing, telecommunting, 
and child care at Federal facilities all help fos
ter and promote strong families. These family 
friendly programs allow the Federal Govern
ment to attract and retain a high quality, high 
performance, and healthy work force. By al
lowing Federal workers to take sick leave in
stead of annual leave for the time needed to 
complete the adoption, the Federal Govern
ment becomes a model for all employP,rs to 
follow. 

H.R. 2751 would also allow Federal employ
ees to take up to 7 days of administrative 
leave, rather than sick leave, to . volunteer to 
be bone marrow or organ donors. This pro
gram will help in a very worthy cause-saving 
lives. Bone marrow transplants are an effec
tive treatment for fatal blood disorders and 
cancers including leukemia, aplastic anemia, 
and severe immunodeficiency. While a cure is 
available, it is very difficult to find compatible 
donors. This proposal will help alleviate that 
problem. 

This small incentive to Federal workers to 
be tested to be bone marrow donors could 
greatly increase the size and diversity of the 
donor registry. Many deaths can be avoided if 
only a compatible donor can be found, and 
this small measure will encourage Federal 
workers to register as a bone marrow or organ 
donor which may help save lives. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation is both life en
hancing and life saving, and it demonstrates 
the Federal Government's commitment to 
being a responsive and caring employer. I 
would like to express my appreciation to Rep
resentative ACKERMAN for introducing this leg
islation, Delegate NORTON, the chairwoman of 
the House Post Office and Civil Service Sub
committee on Compensation and Employee 
Benefits, and Representative MORELLA, the 
ranking minority member, and all the members 
of the committee for their efforts in moving this 
important legislation forward. 

I enthusiastically urge Members to support 
passage of H.R. 2751. It is good policy for the 
Government, it helps those in desperate need 
of treatment, and it works to strengthen the 
cornerstone of our Nation-the American fam
ily. 
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Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I have no 

further requests .for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FIELDS of Louisiana). The question is 
on the motion offered by the gentle
woman from the District of Columbia 
[Ms. NORTON] that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill , H.R. 2751, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT AND 
RECOGNITION SYSTEM TERMI
NATION ACT 
Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I move to 

suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 3019) to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to provide for a temporary 
extension and the orderly termination 
of the performance management and 
recognition system, and for other pur
poses. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 3019 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Performance 
Management and Recognition System Ter
mination Act" . 
SEC. 2. TEMPORARY EXTENSION. 

Effective as of September 30, 1993, section 
5410 of title 5, United States Code, is amend
ed by striking " September 30, 1993" and in
serting " October 31, 1993". 
SEC. 3. TERMINATION PROVISIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-
(1) REPEAL.-Chapter 54 of title 5, United 

States Code, is repealed. 
(2) ANAL YSIS.-The analysis for part III of 

title 5, United States Code , is amended by 
striking the item relating to chapter 54. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND
MENTS.-

(1) TITLE 5, UNITED STATES CODE.-Title 5, 
United States Code, is amended-

(A) in section 3372(d) by striking "addi
tional step-increases, merit pay, and cash 
awards, as defined in chapters 53 and 54" and 
inserting "and additional step-increases, as 
defined in chapter 53" ; 

(B)(i) by striking section 4302a; and 
(ii) in the analysis for chapter 43 by strik

. ing the item relating to section 4302a; 
(C) by amending subparagraph (A) of sec

tion 4501(2) to read as follows: 
"(A) an employee as defined by section 

2105; and"; 
(D) in section 4502(e) by striking paragraph 

(1) and by striking " (2)"; 
(E) in section 5302-
(i) in paragraph (8)--
(I) in subparagraph (A) by inserting " and" 

after the semicolon; and 
(II) by striking subparagraph (B) and redes

ignating subparagraph (C) as subparagraph 
(B); and 

(ii) in paragraph (9) by striking " applies 
(including any position under the perform-

ance management and recognition system). " 
and inserting " applies."; 

(F) in section 5332(a)(l) by striking ", ex
cept an employee covered by the perform
ance management and recognition system 
established under chapter 54,"; 

(G) in section 5334-
(i) in subsection (c)(2) by striking " step," 

and all that follows through " any dollar 
amount," and inserting " step" ; and 

(ii) by striking subsection (f) and redesig
nating subsection (g) as subsection (f); 

(H) in section 5335-
(i) in subsection (e) by striking " covered 

by the performance management and rec
ognition system established under chapter 54 
of this title, or," ; and 

(ii) by striking subsection (f) and redesig
nating subsection (g) as subsection (f) ; 

(I) in section 5336(c) by striking " covered 
by the performance management and rec
ognition system established under chapter 54 
of this title, or,"; 

(J) in section 5361(5) by striking all that 
follows " of this chapter," and inserting " or a 
special occupational pay system under sub
chapter IX;" ; 

(K) in section 5362(c)--
(i) in the matter before paragraph (1) by 

striking "chapters 54 and 55 of this title, re
tirement and life insurance under chapters 83 
and 87" and inserting "chapter 55 of this 
title, retirement and life insurance under 
chapters 83, 84, and 87" ; 

(ii) by inserting " or" at the end of para
graph (2); and 

(iii) by striking paragraph (3) and redesig
na ting paragraph (4) as paragraph (3); 

(L) in section 5363(c)(2) by striking " chap
ter 51, 53, or 54" and inserting " chapter 51 or 
53"; 

(M) in section 5948(g)(l) by striking sub
paragraph (C) and redesignating subpara
graphs (D) through (L) as subparagraphs (C) 
through (K), respectively; and 

(N) in section 8473(b)(8) by striking " indi
viduals subject to the Performance Manage
ment and Recognition System under chapter 
54 of this title;" and inserting " supervisors 
and management officials (as defined by sec
tion 7103(a));". 

(2) FEPCA.- Section 302(b)(l) of the Fed
eral Employees Pay Comparability Act of 
1990 (5 U .S.C. 5304 note) is amended by strik
ing " (including an employee covered by the 
performance management and recognition 
system)". 

(3) TITLE 10, UNITED STATES CODE.- Title 10, 
United States Code, is amended-

(A) in section 1602 by inserting " , as in ef
fect on October 31, 1993" after " section 5401 
of title 5"; 

(B) in section 1732(b)(l)(A) by striking 
"Schedule (including any employee covered 
by chapter 54 of title 5)." and inserting 
" Schedule. "; and 

(C) in section 1733(b)(l)(A)(i) by striking 
"Schedule (inr,luding an employee covered 
by chapter 54 of title 5)," and inserting 
" Schedule,". 

(4) TITLE 31, UNITED STATES CODE.-Section 
731(b) of title 31, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting ", as in effect on Octo
ber 31, 1993" after "section 5401 of title 5". 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect as of 
November 1, 1993. 
SEC. 4. TREATMENT OF EMPLOYEES COVERED BY 

THE SYSTEM AS OF ITS TERMI
NATION DATE. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

(1) the term "employee" means an individ
ual employed by an agency (within the 

meaning of section 7103(a)(3) of title 5, Unit
ed States Code); 

(2) the term " performance management 
and recognition system" means the perform
ance management and recognition system 
under chapter 54 of title 5, United States 
Code; 

(3) the term " basic pay" does not include 
any amount payable under section 302 or 
title IV of FEPCA or section 5304 or 5304a of 
title 5, United States Code; 

(4) the term " pay rate", as used in clauses 
(iii) through (v) of subsection (c)(2)(B) , is 
used in the same way as such term is used 
under section 5335(a) of title 5, United States 
Code; and 

(5) the term " FEPCA" means the Federal 
Employees Pay Comparability Act of 1990 
(contained in the Treasury, Postal Service 
and General Government Appropriations 
Act, 1991 (Public Law 101-509; 104 Stat. 1427)). 

(b) APPLICABILITY.-Notwithstanding sec
tion 5332(a)(l) of title 5, United States Code 
(as amended by section 3(b)(l)(F)), or any 
other provision of law, the rate of basic pay 
for an employee covered by the performance 
management and recognition system on Oc
tober 31, 1993, shall be determined in accord
ance with this section so long as such em
ployee continues, without a break in service 
of more than 3 days, to occupy any posi
tion-

(1) which is in the same grade of the Gen
eral Schedule, and the same agency, as the 
position which such employee occupied on 
October 31, 1993; and 

(2) to which the provisions of chapter 54 of 
title 5, United States Code (as in effect on 
October 31, 1993) would apply if such provi
sions had remained in effect. 

(C) SPECIAL RULES.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The rate of basic pay for 

an employee who is subject to this section 
shall be the rate payable to such employee 
on October 31, 1993, subject to paragraph (2). 

(2) ADJUSTMENTS.-Adjustments in the rate 
of basic pay for an employee who is subject 
to this section shall be made in accordance 
with the relevant provisions of title 5, Unit
ed States Code, or otherwise applicable pro
visions of law, subject to the following: 

(A) DEEM RATES AND POSITIONS TO BE UNDER 
THE GENERAL SCHEDULE.-For purposes of ap
plying subchapters I and III of chapter 53 of 
such title (and the provisions of section 302 
and title IV of FEPCA with respect to any 
payment under any of those provisions)--

(i) the rate of basic pay determined under 
this section for an employee shall be treated 
as a rate of basic pay described in section 
5302(8) of such title; 

(ii) the position then currently occupied by 
an employee who is subject to this section 
shall be deemed to be a "General Schedule 
position" within the meaning of section 
5302(9) of such title; and 

(iii) any employee who is subject to this 
section shall be considered to be a "General 
Schedule employee" (as referred to in sec
tion 302(b) of FEPCA). 

(B) SPECIAL RULES RELATING TO PROVISIONS 
GOVERNING STEP-INCREASES.-For purposes of 
applying the provisions of sections 5335 and 
5336 of title 5, United States Code, with re
spect to any employee who is subject to this 
section-

(i) any reference in such provisions to a 
" step-increase" shall be considered to mean 
an increase equal to one-ninth of the dif
ference between the minimum and maximum 
rates of pay for the applicable grade of the 
General Schedule; 

(ii) any reference in such provisions to the 
" next higher rate within the grade" shall be 
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considered to mean the rate of basic pay 
which exceeds such employee 's then current 
rate of basic pay by the amount of a step-in
crease; 

(iii) if the employee's rate of basic pay is 
less than the rate for pay rate 4 of the appli
cable grade, such employee's rate of basic 
pay shall be governed by paragraph (1) of sec
tion 5335(a) of such title; 

(iv) if the employee's rate of basic pay is 
equal to or greater than the rate for pay rate 
4 but less than the rate for pay rate 7 of the 
applicable grade, such employee's rate of 
basic pay shall be governed by paragraph (2) 
of section 5335(a) of such title; and 

(v) if the employee's rate of basic pay is 
equal to or greater than the rate for pay rate 
7 but less than the maximum rate of the ap
plicable grade, such employee 's rate of basic 
pay shall be governed by paragraph (3) of sec
tion 5335(a) of such title. 
No rate of basic pay for an employee may be 
increased, as a result of this subparagraph 
(or any provision of law to which any clause 
of this subparagraph relates), if or to the ex
tent that the resulting rate would exceed the 
maximum rate for the grade of the position 
occupied by such employee. 

(d) REGULATIONS.- The Office of Personnel 
Management shall prescribe any regulations 
which may be necessary for the administra
tion of this section. 
SEC. 5. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

(a) COORDINATION RULE.-Notwithstanding 
the amendment made by section 
3(b)(l)(H)(ii), an increase in pay granted 
under section 5404 of title 5, United States 
Code, before November 1, 1993, shall be 
deemed to be an equivalent increase in pay 
within the meaning of section 5335(a) of such 
title. 

(b) PERFORMANCE AWARDS.-Notwithstand
ing section 2, for purposes of applying sec
tion 5406 of title 5, United States Code, the 
amount under subsection (c)(l)(A)(ii) of such 
section 5406 with respect to awards for work 
performed during fiscal year 1994 shall , for 
each agency subject to such section 5406, be 
deemed to be zero. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tlewoman from the District of Colum
bia [Ms. NORTON] will be recognized for 
20 minutes, and the gentlewoman from 
Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA] will be rec
ognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle
woman from the District of Columbia 
[Ms. NORTON]. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the Performance Man
agement and Recognition System, 
PMRS as it is called, is scheduled to 
sunset September 30, 1993. H.R. 3019 
merely extends PMRS 1 month in order 
to allow for its orderly termination. 

The subcommittee's consideration of 
PMRS began in May with a proposal 
from the Office of Personnel Manage
ment to allow agencies greater flexibil
ity in developing their own perform
ance management systems and to in
crease employee involvement in this 
process. 
It provided for the option of using as 

few as two levels of performance as
sessment, establishing a uniform sys
tem, providing for ingrade and merit 
pay increases and basing an employee's 
within-grade and general pay increase 

on the attainment of established per- · 
formance expectations. 

The Subcommittee on Compensation 
and Employee Benefits held two hear
ings on the reauthorization of PMRS. 
Many concerns were expressed and 
many constructive suggestions offered. 

Therefore, the consensus of the mem
bers of the committee and those who 
testified was to engage in further work 
before seeking wholesale reform of this 
important legislation. 

OPM has recently indicated that the 
administration will submit a new pro
posal for performance management and 
recognition in the future. This seems 
entirely appropriate in light of the per
formance management review recently 
published. 

Our purpose here today, therefore, is 
to avoid an unintended lapse. 

H.R. 3019, the Performance Manage
ment and Recognition System Termi
nation Act, extends PMRS 1 additional 
month, terminating it on October 31, 
1993. The 1-month extension will enable 
agencies which conclude their review 
cycles on September 30 and award 
merit increases and performance bo
nuses in October to do so. 

PMRS managers and supervisors will 
be transferred to the general schedule 
and will retain their current rates of 
pay. They will, however, remain off 
step until promoted to the next higher 
grade. 

On September 9, 1993, the Sub
committee on Compensation Employee 
Benefits, by a recorded vote of 5 to 
nothing, approved H.R. 3019 without 
amendment for full committee consid
eration. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

On September 14, 1993, the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service or
dered H.R. 3019 favorably reported 
unanimously. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
3019, the Performance Management and 
Recognition System [PMRS] Termi
nation Act. I am pleased to be the 
original cosponsor of this measure 
along with the chair of the Subcommit
tee on Compensation and Employee 
Benefits, the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia, Ms. Norton, who 
is the sponsor. 

H.R. 3019 would extend PMRS for 1 
month which would enable employees 
to get their expected merit raises for 
fiscal year 1993 and then proceed sys
tematically into a corresponding GS 
grade without financial loss or a sub
stantial expenditure by the Govern
ment. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 
3019. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 

the gentlewoman from the District of 
Columbia [Ms. NORTON] that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 3019. 

The question was taken. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak

er, I object to the vote on the ground 
that a quorum is not present and make 

. the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to clause 5, rule I, and the Chair's 
prior announcement, further proceed
ings on this motion will be postponed. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks and include therein extraneous 
matter on the bills, H.R. 2685, S. 1130, 
H.R. 2751, and H.R. 3019. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
woman from the District of Columbia? 

There was no objection. 

ROSS BASS POST OFFICE 
Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr. 

Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and pass the Senate bill (S. 464) to re
designate the Pulaski Post Office lo
cated at 111 West College Street in Pu
laski, TN, as the "Ross Bass Post Of
fice.'' 

The Clerk read as follows: 
S. 464 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. REDESIGNATION OF PULASKI POST 

OFFICE AS ROSS BASS POST OFFICE. 
The building in Pulaski, Tennessee that 

houses the primary operations of the United 
States Postal Service (as determined by the 
Postmaster General) shall be known and des
ignated as the " Ross Bass Post Office Build
ing" . Any reference in a law, map, regula
tion, document, paper, or other record of the 
United States to the building shall be 
deemed to be a reference to the " Ross Bass 
Post Office Building". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tlewoman from Michigan [Miss COL
LINS] will be recognized for 20 minutes, 
and the gentlewoman from Maryland 
[Mrs. MORELLA] will be recognized for 
20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle
woman from Michigan [Miss COLLINS]. 

Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself as much time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I support the passage of 
S. 464, which will designate the U.S. 
Post Office building located at 111 West 
College Street in Pulaski, TN, as the 
"Ross Bass Post Office." 

Mr. Bass, a former Member of Con
gress, served as a distinguished Mem
ber of the House of Representatives 
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from 1955 to 1964 and then in the Senate 
until 1967. During his years in the 
House, Mr. Bass, known as a liberal 
minded legislator, voted for landmark 
civil rights legislation and won a seat 
on the powerful Ways and Means Com
mittee. 

Mr. Bass attended Martin College in 
Pulaski, TN, and served in the Army 
Air Forces as a bombardier-navigator 
in Europe during World War II. Mr. 
Bass also served as Pulaski housing 
commissioner and postmaster before 
winning election to Congress from Ten
nessee's rural Sixth District in 1954. 

I am pleased to join Senator SASSER 
and the citizens of Pulaski, TN, in 
their attempt to name the postal facil
ity in Pulaski, TN, the "Ross Bass Post 
Office." I support the passage of S. 464 
and urge my colleagues to support the 
measure. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

0 1510 
Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to offer my 

support for S. 464, to designate the 
postal facility located on West College 
Street in Pulaski, TN, as the "Ross 
Bass Post Office." 

I also want to take this opportunity 
to advise my colleagues the minority 
members of the Committee on Post Of
fice and Civil Service are in agreement 
on this legislation and have no objec
tions to its immediate passage. 

Mr. Speaker, Ross Bass, a former 
Member of this body and a former post
master of Pulaski, TN, I believe is 
well-deserving of the honor that we 
convey today and it is fitting that we 
pay tribute to his memory in this fash
ion and I urge my colleagues to join me 
in moving his legislation forward. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FIELDS of Louisiana). The question is 
on the motion offered by the gentle
woman from Michigan [Miss COLLINS] 
that the House suspend the rules and 
pass the Senate bill, S. 464. 

The question was taken. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak

er, I object to the vote on the ground 
that a quorum is not present and make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to clause 5 of rule I and the Chair's 
prior announcement, further proceed
ings on this motion will be postponed. 

The point of order of no quorum i~ 
considered withdrawn. 

SAMUEL E. PERRY POST OFFICE 
BUILDING 

Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 

and pass the bill (H.R. 2056) to redesig
nate the post office building located at 
600 Princess Anne Street in Fredericks
burg, VA, as the "Samuel E. Perry 
Post Office Building," as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 2056 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. REDESIGNATION. 

The Post Office building located at 600 
Princess Anne Street in Fredericksburg, Vir
ginia, and known as the Main Post Office, 
shall be known and designated as the "Sam
uel E. Perry Post Office Building". 
SEC. 2 REFERENCES. 

Any reference in a law, map, regulation, 
document, paper, or other record of the Unit
ed States to the Post Office building referred 
to in section 1 shall be deemed to be a ref
erence to the Samuel E. Perry Post Office 
Building. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from 
Michigan [Miss COLLINS] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes, and the gentle
woman from Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA] 
will be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle
woman from Michigan [Miss COLLINS]. 

Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself as much time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I support the passage of 
H.R. 2056, as amended, which will des
ignate the U.S. Post Office building lo
cated at 600 Princess Anne Street in 
Fredericksburg, VA, as the "Samuel E. 
Perry Postal Building." 

Mr. Perry faithfully and diligently 
served the citizens of the city of Fred
ericksburg in many ways. Mr. Perry 
served as a Postal Service employee 
from 1919 until 1961 retiring as super
intendent of mail and as a member of 
the Fredericksburg City Council for 
over 37 years. 

Mr. Perry also served as a member of 
the Fredericksburg Volunteer Rescue 
Squad for over 50 years and as a mem
ber of the Fredericksburg Volunteer 
Fire Department for over 70 years. 

I am pleased to join Congressman 
BATEMAN and the citizens of Fred
ericksburg, VA, in their attempt to 
name the postal facility in Fredericks
burg, VA, the "Samuel E. Perry, Sr. 
Post Office." I support the passage of 
H.R. 2056, as amended, and urge my col
leagues to support the measure. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to offer my 
support for H.R. 2056, to designate the 
postal facility located on Princess 
Anne Street in Fredericksburg, VA, as 
the "Samuel E. Perry Postal Build
ing." 

Sam Perry served the U.S. Postal 
Service for 42 years and also served on 
the Fredericksburg City Council for 40 
years before his passing last August at 
87 years of age. I believe it will be of in-

terest to my colleagues to know that 
both the city council and the Stafford 
County Board of Supervisors unani
mously approved resolutions in support 
of H.R. 2056 and I would encourage all 
my colleagues to join with me in pay
ing tribute to Sam Perry by making 
this designation. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN], the sponsor of 
this legislation. 

Mr. BATEMAN. Mr. Speaker, let me 
begin by thanking the chairman and 
members of the committee for bringing 
this legislation before the House today. 
I am very appreciative of the work you 
all have done in supporting my effort 
to have the post office in Fredericks
burg, VA, named in honor of Sam 
Perry, Sr. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that naming 
this post office after Sam Perry is cer
tainly an appropriate act for this Con
gress to take as well as a fitting trib
ute to an exceptional individual, and 
public servant. 

No one was better known or re
spected in the Fredericksburg area 
than Sam Perry. His unselfish devotion 
to helping the people of Fredericksburg 
through his work in the Postal Service, 
Fredericksburg Rescue Squad, and the 
city council not only touched, but en
riched the lives of all who knew him. 
He was everybody's friend. 

I cannot think of a better way to rec
ognize Sam than to name the city's 
post office after him, particularly since 
he was for 42 years an employee of the 
U.S. Postal Service. Sam retired from 
the Postal Service in 1961 as Super
intendent of Mails. 

Everyone who knew Sam Perry 
knows that the Fredericksburg com
munity is a better place today because 
of him. For those who were not fortu
nate enough to be touched personally 
by his life's works, I believe renaming 
the post office in Sam's honor can be a 
daily reminder of what a caring and 
committed individual can do for his 
family, friends, and community. In
deed, by acting on this legislation 
today, Congress is reaffirming its own 
commitment to public service. 

Mr. Speaker, let me close by once 
again thanking the members and staff 
of the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service for their fine work in 
bringing this measure to the floor. I 
am honored to have been able to intro
duce this bill and I urge my colleagues 
to support it. 

Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I, too, 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
~~ti~~~~em~~o~red~ 
the gentlewoman from Michigan [Miss 
COLLINS] that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2056, as 
amended. 
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The question was taken. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak

er, I object to the vote on the ground 
that a quorum is not present and make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to clause 5, rule I, and the Chair's 
prior announcement, further proceed
ings on this motion will be postponed. 

The point of order of no quorum is 
considered withdrawn. 

GRAHAMB. PURCELL, JR. POST 
OFFICE BUILDING 

Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill (H.R. 2294) to redesig
nate the post office building located at 
1000 Lamar Street in Wichita Falls, 
TX, as the Graham B. Purcell, Jr. Post 
Office Building, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
R.R. 2294 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. REDESIGNATION. 

The Post Office building located at 1000 
Lamar Street in Wichita Falls, Texas, and 
known as the Main Post Office, shall be 
known and designated as the "Graham B. 
Purcell, Jr. Post Office Building". 
SEC. 2. REFERENCES. 

Any reference in a law, map, regulation, 
document, paper, or other record of the Unit
ed States to the Post Office building referred 
to in section 1 shall be deemed to be a ref
erence to the Graham B. Purcell, Jr. Post Of
fice Building. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from 
Michigan [Miss COLLINS] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes, and the gentle
woman from Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA] 
will be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle
woman from Michigan [Miss COLLINS]. 

Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself as much time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I support the passage of 
H.R. 2294, as amended, which will des
ignate the U.S. Post Office building lo
cated at 1000 Lamar Street in Wichita 
Falls, TX, the "Graham B. Purcell, Jr. 
Post Office." 

Mr. Purcell is a former Member of 
Congress from the 13th District of 
Texas. Mr. Purcell served as a distin
guished Member of the House of Rep
resentatives from 1962 to 1972. 

Before coming to Congress, he served 
as an officer in the Army during World 
War II attaining the rank of major. 

Mr. Purcell graduated from Texas 
A&M College and Baylor University 
Law School. He served as judge of the 
89th Judicial District Court of Texas 
from 1955 to 1962 when he was elected 
to the 87th Congress. 

I am pleased to join Congressman 
SARPALIUS and the citizens of Wichita 
Falls, TX, in their attempt to name the 
postal facility in Wichita Falls, TX, 

the Graham B. Purcell, Jr. Post Office. 
I support the passage of H.R. 2294, as 
amended, and urge my colleagues to 
support the measure. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to offer my 
support for H.R. 2294, to designate the 
main post office facility on Lamar 
Street in Wichita Falls, TX, in honor of 
Graham B. Purcell, Junior. 

Graham Purcell was a Member of this 
body from 1962 until 1972 and has been 
a practicing attorney and judge for 
most of his professional career in the 
north central Texas area of Wichita 
Falls. 

I encourage my colleagues to join us 
today in paying our respects to this 
fine American and former colleague. 

D 1520 
Mr. Speaker, I have no further re

quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members may have 5 legislative 
days within which to revise and extend 
their remarks and include therein ex
traneous material on S. 464, H.R. 2056, 
and H.R. 2294. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
FIELDS of Louisiana). Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SARPALIUS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup

port of H.R. 2294 as the original sponsor of 
that bill to name the post office in Wichita 
Falls, TX, the Graham B. Purcell, Jr. Post Of
fice. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to express my apprecia
tion to the gentlelady from Michigan [Miss 
COLLINS], the chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Postal Operations and Expenses and the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY], the chair
man of the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service for their work on this legislation in 
committee. 

Graham B. Purcell, Jr., was born in Archer 
City, TX, on May 5, 1919. He graduated from 
Texas A&M in 1946 and from Baylor Univer
sity Law School in 1949. 

He entered the U.S. Army in 1941 and 
served in the Tunisian and Italian campaigns. 
He achieved the rank of major and was dis
charged in 1946. He continued to serve his 
country in active reserves. 

Graham Purcell was admitted to the bar and 
began practicing law in Big Spring, TX, in 
1949. In 1955 he was appointed judge of the 
89th Judicial District Court of Texas and was 
elected to that office in 1956 and 1960. He 
served in that position until 1962. 

In 1962, Graham Purcell was elected to the 
87th Congress by special election and was re
elected to the five succeeding Congresses. He 
resumed the practice of law in 1973 and is a 
resident of Wichita Falls, TX. 

Mr. Speaker, Graham Purcell was a dedi
cated representative of his constituents and I 

believe it is an appropriate tribute to designate 
the post office in Wichita Falls, TX, as the 
Graham B. Purcell, Jr. Post Office. I urge the 
support of my colleagues in recognizing the 
service Graham Purcell gave to the people of 
his district and our Nation. 

Miss COLLINS of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I have no further requests for 
time, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentlewoman from Michigan [Miss 
COLLINS] that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2294, as 
amended. 

The question was taken. 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I object 

to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to clause 5, rule I, and the Chair's 
prior announcement, further proceed
ings on this motion will be postponed. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT TO IMPACT AID 
REGARDING INDIAN LANDS 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 3051) to provide that certain prop
erty located in the State of Oklahoma 
owned by an Indian housing authority 
for the purpose of providing low-in
come housing shall be treated as Fed
eral property under the Act of Septem
ber 30, 1950 (Public Law 874, 81st Con
gress). 

The Clerk read as follows: 
R.R. 3051 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. CERTAIN PROPERTY IN THE STATE 

OF OKLAHOMA OWNED BY 11\'DIAN 
HOUSING AUTHORITY FOR PURPOSE 
OF PROVIDING LOW-INCOME HOUS
ING TREATED AS FEDERAL PROP
ERTY UNDER PUBLIC LAW 874, 81ST 
CONGRESS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Any real property located 
in the State of Oklahoma that-

(1) is owned by an Indian housing authority 
and used for low-income housing (including 
housing assisted under the mutual help 
homeownership opportunity program under 
section 202 of the United States Housing Act 
of 1937), and 

(2) at any time prior to the date of the en
actment of this Act-

(A) was designated by treaty as tribal land, 
or 

(B) satisfied the definition of Federal prop
erty under section 403(1)(A) of the Act of 
September 30, 1950 (Public Law 874, 81st Con
gress), 
shall be treated as Federal property under 
such section. 

(b) APPLICABILITY.-Subsection (a) shall 
apply only with respect to payments made 
under the Act of September 30, 1950 (Public 
Law 874, 81st Congress) for fiscal year 1994. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 



21800 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE September 21, 1993 
Michigan [Mr. KILDEE] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GOOD
LING] will be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. KILDEE]. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill, introduced by 
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
BREWSTER], seeks a short-term remedy 
for a number of school districts in the 
State of Oklahoma who otherwise find 
themselves suddenly and unexpectedly 
ineligible for a certain type of impact 
aid payment. 

The Department of Education re
cently completed a verification survey 
of property claimed as "Indian lands" 
for the purpose of impact aid. 

Information from this survey caused 
the department to determine that 
these school districts wouid no longer 
be eligible for payments that they have 
received in the past. 

Unfortunately, these determinations 
were made during the summer and af
fect funding for the school year just 
begun. 

This has left numerous school dis
tricts in Oklahoma with no time to ad
just for a loss of funding. 

H.R. 3051 corrects this situation by 
maintaining the status quo while we 
consider the reauthorization of the im
pact aid law this Congress. 

We are considering this bill today 
only because it addresses an .emergency 
situation affecting numerous school 
districts. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3051 will allow cer
tain property in Oklahoma, on which 
low income housing has been developed 
to be treated as Indian lands for pur
poses of payments under impact aid. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to make it very 
clear that I will oppose the addition of 
any other impact aid amendments to 
this legislation and will oppose H.R. 
3051 if it is returned from the other 
body with such amendments. 

Finally, I would like to point out 
that the remedy provided by this legis
lation is only effective for 1 year and 
that it will have no budget impact be
cause the bill will retain payments for 
this property at their current level. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, today 
I rise to ask for the passage of H.R. 3051, a 
bill to address an emergency situation as re
gards impact aid payments to certain school 
districts in Oklahoma. 

This bill is occasioned by a reinterpretation 
by the Department of Education regarding 
whether or not children who reside in public 
housing built on certain Indian lands qualify for 
payments under the Indian lands provision of 
the impact aid law. Historically, children resid
ing in such housing have qualified under this 
provision. The Department is now saying that 
they should qualify under a different provision, 

reducing substantially the funding for a num
ber of schools. 

Since this program is funded in the current 
year, the impact of this reduction is devastat
ing, since classes have already begun and 
schools had budgeted based on the historic 
interpretation. This is a special, in fact, a 
unique case. It only impacts one State, Okla
homa, which is singular in its legal position 
with respect to historic Indian lands. 

The entire Impact Aid Program is scheduled 
for consideration and reauthorization during 
this Congress. There are a number of issues 
surrounding this program which require seri
ous deliberation. I cannot now tell the Mem
bers what will be the shape or thrust of the re
authorization. I can tell you that this Oklahoma 
situation will be reviewed as part of our delib
erations. 

For these reasons, I am supporting H.R. 
3051, as an emergency measure to protect 
the status quo. It is not fair to prejudge this 
one situation or let this unique set of districts 
suffer through inaction. 

However, I want to make clear that this is 
not a signal for open season on this program. 
This is a 1 year, short-term remedy to meet a 
dire set of circumstances and maintain the 
status quo. It involves no additional funds or 
redistribution of money. 

I say this to put all on notice that should 
simple bill undergo change or expansion as It 
goes through the remainder of the process, I 
will not move to any ·further consideration of 
this legislation. The Committee on Education 
and Labor intends to review this program in an 
orderly and coordinated fashion. We do not 
want to be rushed into a piecemeal reauthor
ization involving many important issues. 

With this understanding, I ask for the pas
sage of this bill. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. KIL
DEE] that the House suspend the rules 
and pass the bill, H.R. 3051. 

The question was taken. 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I object 

to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to clause 5, rule I, and the Chair's 
prior announcement, further proceed
ings on this motion will be postponed. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks, and include therein extraneous 
material, on H.R. 3051, the bill just 
considered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

EXTENDING INTERIM EXEMPTION 
UNDER THE MARINE MAMMAL 
PROTECTION ACT FOR COMMER
CIAL FISHERIES 
Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, I move to 

suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 3049) to extend the current in
terim exemption under the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act for commer
cial fisheries until April 1, 1994. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 3049 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That section 114(a)(l) of 
the Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 
(16 U.S.C. 1383a(a)(l)), is amended by striking 
" October 1, 1993," and inserting in lieu there
of "April 1, 1994,". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. STUDDS] will be 
recognized for 20 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. FIELDS] will be 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. STUDDS]. 

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3049, introduced by 
Representatives YOUNG, SAXTON, and 
me, would extend until April 1, 1994, 
the current 5-year interim exemption 
from the Marine Mammal Protection 
Act's prohibition on taking marine 
mammals incidental to commercial 
fishi"ng operations. This 6-month exten
sion is necessary for the committee to 
address adequately concerns raised by 
representatives of the fishing industry 
and the environmental and animal wel
fare communities at the August 4 hear
ing before the Environment and Natu
ral Resources Subcommittee and in 
subsequent meetings. 

Although we had hoped to have ap
proved a new management regime in 
time to meet the act's deadline of Oc
tober 1, 1993, it is clear that more time 
is needed if we are to adopt a regime 
which will fulfill the goals of the 
MMP A and incorporate the concerns of 
interested parties. While we iron out 
this new language, an extension of the 
5-year exemption is vital if we are to 
ensure that those who make their live
lihoods from the sea can continue to do 
so unencumbered. I believe a 6-month 
extension is the committee's only 
sound alternative at this late date. 

Mr. Speaker, so far as I know, this 
approach is unanimously agreed to by 
the members of the committee on both 
sides of the aisle. 

Mr. Speak er, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GOODLING, Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
3049 which extends the current exemp
tion in the Marine Mammal Protection 
Act [MMPA] concerning the incidental 
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take of marine mammals in commer
cial fisheries until April 1, 1994. 

The MMP A was enacted in 1972 for 
the purpose of ensuring that marine 
mammals are maintained at, or in 
some cases restored to, healthy popu
lation levels. Prior to 1988, the act au
thorized the take of marine mammals 
incidental to commercial fishing oper
ations through general permits or 
small take exemptions. In 1986, a Fed
eral court decision-Kokechik-effec
tively prevented the National Marine 
Fisheries Service [NMFS] from issuing 
any incidental take permits on non
depleted species in situations where 
takes of depleted species, or species of 
unknown population status, might also 
occur. The court decision also stipu
lated that marine mammal stocks 
whose optimum sustainable population 
has not been determined are to be con
sidered depleted. 

In 1988, Congress amended the MMP A 
to provide a 5~year interim exemption 
for the fishing industry. During the in
terim, data on interactions between 
commercial fisheries and marine mam
mals were to be collected and the sta
tus of marine mammal stocks was to 
be determined in order to develop a 
permanent regime. The interim exemp
tion program expires on October 1, 1993. 

This issue is one that has proven 
rather difficult to resolve. This exten
sion should allow us the time we need 
to address outstanding issues related 
to the Marine Mammal Protection Act. 

Mr. Speaker, I support this extension 
and urge adoption of the bill. 

D 1530 
Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 

may consume to the gentleman from 
Alaska [Mr. YOUNG]. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
3049 and urge its adoption by the 
House. 

This bill is a short-term extension of 
the current fisheries program, which 
exists under the Marine Mammal Pro
tection Act. This bill is necessary in 
order to avoid a potential closure of 
our Nation's commercial fisheries at 
the end of this month. 

In 1988, the Congress passed a 5-year 
measure which allowed some incidental 
take of marine mammals in the course 
of commercial fishing operations. This 
does not affect the tuna fisheries, 
which were handled under separate leg
islation. At the end of 5 years, the Con
gress in tended to put in place a perma
nent management program governing 
the interaction between fishermen and 
marine mammals. Unfortunately, due 
to a variety of problems including a 
delay in receiving recommendations 
from the executive branch, the perma
nent program is not yet available. 

I want to assure my colleagues that 
our committee is working diligently 

with the administration, the commer
cial fishing industry, and the environ
mental community to come up with a 
bill acceptable to all parties. Our com
mittee has introduced legislation and 
has held a hearing on a proposed per
manent program. We are now reviewing 
the comments we have received and 
will be working with the other body to 
have this program put in effect. In the 
meantime, it is in the best interests of 
all concerned to pass this short-term 
bill . 

This is a much-needed measure which 
is without controversy. I urge the 
House to act on it quickly. 

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania for 
his quick study and his slow reading. I 
am very relieved to note the presence 
of the distinguished terrestrial mam
mal from Alaska who has joined us 
now. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
distinguished gentlewoman from Wash
ington [Ms. CANTWELL]. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of this bill to extend 
the Marine Mammal Protection Act ex
emption for commercial fishing oper
ations. It is critical, however, that we 
recognize the urgency of completing a 
comprehensive reauthorization of the 
Marine Mammal Protection Act as 
soon as possible. 

This extension is not an opportunity 
to put off addressing the difficult is
sues in this reauthorization. In the 
Northwest, pinniped interaction with 
endangered steelhead runs is nearing a 
critical point. The steelhead will be re
turning to the Ballard Locks in Wash
ington State next month, completing 
their return well before the 6-month 
extension expires. We must implement 
a management regime that will enable 
us to effectively handle predatory situ
ations such as the one at the Ballard 
Locks. If we fail to act, this steelhead 
run may be destroyed and a resource 
which has defined the Northwest will 
be in serious jeopardy. 

Without this extension, the commer
cial fishing industry, an industry vital 
to the economic health of the North
west, will be brought to a virtual halt 
on October 1. That is why I supported 
the extension in committee and why I 
will support it in the House today. 

Mr. Speaker, I must reiterate my 
concern that the committee deliver a 
comprehensive reauthorization of this 
critical law as soon as possible. I am 
committed to working with my col
leagues on the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Committee toward that end. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gentle
woman from Washington [Mrs. 
UNSOELD]. 

Mrs. UNSOELD. Mr. Speaker, today 
we are considering legislation to ex-

tend for 6 months an interim exemp
tion that will allow commercial fisher
men to continue to incidental taking of 
marine mammals in the course of their 
fishing operations. At the same time, 
we are delaying a more comprehensive 
effort to reauthorize the Marine Mam
mal Protection Act. This is frustrat
ing, because we are putting a very 
small Band-Aid on a very large cut. 

I supported this 6-month extension 
when it came through the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries Committee be
cause without it, commercial fishing 
operations in many areas of the Wash
ington-Oregon coast would have been 
faced with shutdowns. But I want to 
make very clear that there are other 
urgent issues we must deal with-and 
soon. 

Because just as we have to act when 
a population is dwindling, so too must 
we act when one is expanding rapidly. 
That is certainly the case with seals 
and sea lions. In response to a report I 
requested, the National Marine Fish
eries Service has found that seal and 
sea lion populations are increasing 6 to 
10 percent a year. The West Coast pop
ulation of California sea lions, once 
only a few thousand, now numbers 
more than 110,000. 

For commercial fishermen, huge in
creases in these robust populations 
means increased interactions with 
salmon. For sportfishermen, it means 
watching the so-called Herschels anni
hilate the last of the wild Lake Wash
ington steelhead at the Ballard Locks. 
This 6-month extension, Mr. Speaker, 
does not even begin to address these 
problems. What it does is buy us more 
time to find the workable solutions to 
which I am committed. I know Chair
man STUDDS shares this commitment 
and understands the importance of 
moving comprehensive legislation that 
responds to the problems of robust pop
ulations and nuisance animals. This 
legislation should be put in place be
fore April 1 to ensure protection of the 
Lake Washington steelhead. 

In that case, we face the dilemma of 
seeing one species pitted against an
other, of one aspect of a problem being 
dealt with while another is ignored. It 
is a glaring example of why we must 
move beyond a species-by-species man
agement approach to a broader eco
system approach that gives us both 
predictability and the sustainable use 
of our resources. 

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 
. The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FIELDS of Louisiana). The question is 
on the motion offered by the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
STUDDS] that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3049. 

The question was taken. 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I object 

to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
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point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to clause 5 of rule I and the Chair's 
prior announcement, further proceed
ings on this motion will be postponed. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

WALTER B. JONES CENTER FOR 
THE SOUNDS 

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 2961, to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to construct and operate 
the Walter B. Jones Center for the 
Sounds at the Pocosin Lakes National 
Wildlife Refuge. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H .R. 2961 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds the following: 
(1) The Pocosin Lakes National Wildlife 

Refuge, located in northeastern North Caro
lina, provides unique opportunities for ob
serving and interpreting the biological rich
ness of the region's estuaries and wetlands. 

(2) Although there are 10 national wildlife 
refuges in eastern North Carolina, not one 
has an educational or interpretative center 
for visitors. 

(3) The State of North Carolina, Tyrrell 
County, the town of Columbia, the Conserva
tion Fund, and private citizens have pro
posed to enter into a partnership with the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service to 
establish an educational and interpretative 
facility to be known as the Center for the 
Sounds. 

(4) Establishment of the Center for the 
Sounds would bestow economic benefits upon 
Tyrrell County and the town of Columbia. 

(5) The Federal Government has designated 
the Albemarle-Pamlico estuary system of 
northeastern North Carolina as an estuary of 
national concern. 
SEC. 2. FURTHER FINDINGS. 

The Congress further finds and declares the 
following: 

(1) Throughout his congressional career, 
the Honorable Walter B. Jones was a strong 
supporter of the National Wildlife Refuge 
System. 

(2) During his years of service in the House 
of Representatives, Walter B. Jones sup
ported the establishment and expansion of 
National Wildlife Refuges in eastern North 
Carolina; these include 6 new National Wild
life Refuges established in his district, in
cluding the Alligator River National Wildlife 
Refuge and the Pocosin Lakes National Wild
life Refuge, which are respectively the third 
largest and fifth largest National Wildlife 
Refuges east of the Mississippi River. 

(3) Walter B. Jones helped increase refuge 
acreage in his district by over 303,000 acres, 
thus ensuring the protection of these lands 
for wildlife habitat and public recreation. 

(4) Walter B. Jones' support for reintroduc
ing endangered red wolves into the wild at 
Alligator River National Wildlife Refuge was 
a major factor in securing public acceptance 
of, and support for, this first successful ef
fort to reintroduce endangered predators 
into formerly occupied habitat. 

(5) Walter B. Jones devoted much of his 
congressional career, including his years as 

Chairman of the Merchant Marine and Fish
eries Committee, to the conservation of fish 
and wildlife, for the benefit of the Nation 
and the people of North Carolina. 

(6) Walter B. Jones should most appro
priately be recognized for his work on behalf 
of fish and wildlife conservation by having 
the Center for the Sounds at the Pocosin 
Lakes National Wildlife Refuge System 
named in his honor. 
SEC. 3. AUTHORITY TO CONSTRUCT AND OPER

ATE FACILITY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of the In

terior may, subject to the availability of ap
propriations, construct and operate the Wal
ter B. Jones Center for the Sounds at the 
Pocosin Lakes National Wildlife Refuge in 
Tyrrell County, North Carolina, for the fol
lowing purposes: 

(1) Providing public opportunities, facili
ties, and resources to study the natural his
tory and natural resources of northeastern 
North Carolina. 

(2) Offering a variety of environmental 
educational programs and interpretive ex
hibits. 

(3) Fostering an awareness and understand
ing of the interactions among wildlife, estua
rine and wetland ecosystems, and human ac
tivities. 

(4) Providing office space and facilities for 
refuge administration, research, education, 
and related activities. 
SEC. 4. DESIGN. 

The Secretary of the Interior shall ensure 
that the design, size, and location of a facil
ity constructed under this Act are consistent 
with the cultural and natural history of the 
area with which the facility will be con
cerned. 
SEC. 5. COST SHARING. 

The Secretary of the Interior may accept 
contributions of funds from non-Federal 
sources to pay the costs of operating . and 
maintaining the facility authorized under 
this Act, and shall take appropriate steps to 
seek to obtain such contributions. 
SEC. 6. REPORT. 

Not later than 6 months after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
the Interior shall submit a report to the Con
gress on progress made in designing and con
structing a facility under this Act, including 
steps taken under section 5 to obtain con
tributions and any such contributions that 
have been pledged to or received by the Unit
ed States. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. STUDDS] will be 
recognized for 20 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. FIELDS] will be 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. STUDDS]. 

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

H.R. 2961 was introduced by our col
league from North Carolina [Mr. LAN
CASTER]. It would honor the memory of 
the late chairman of the Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries Committee by nam
ing a new educational and interpreta
tive facility at the Pocosin Lakes Na-

. tional Wildlife Refuge in North Caro
lina the "Walter B. Jones Center for 
the Sounds." 

Chairman Jones was a tireless advo
cate for the protection and preserva
tion of the National Wildlife Refuge 

System. His efforts are clearly evident 
in his home State of North Carolina 
where during his congressional service, 
six new refuges were created in his dis
trict. The establishment of this center 
would allow others the opportunity to 
develop the same appreciation for our 
natural resources that Chairman Jones 
had. 

I believe the Walter B. Jones Center 
for the Sounds is a fitting way to re
member Chairman Jones' dedication to 
his district and to the National Wild
life Refuge System. I strongly urge 
Members to vote in favor of this legis
lation. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
2961 which authorizes the Secretary of 
the Interior to construct and operate 
the Walter B. Jones Center for the 
Sounds at the Pocosin Lakes National 
Wildlife Refuge in North Carolina. 

This wildlife refuge provides a unique 
opportunity for observing and inter
preting the biological richness of that 
region's estuaries and wetlands. The 
establishment of an educational and in
terpretive facility, supported by a part
nership of State, city, private, and Fed
eral entities, is indeed an opportunity 
we should capitalize on by approving 
this legislation. 

Many Members may recall that the 
late chairman of the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries Committee, Walter B. 
Jones, worked diligently on this par
ticular project for many years. It was 
his vision to have a center where visi
tors and students, attracted by the nat
ural resources and waters of the region, 
could learn more about environmental 
processes and issues. 

I would like to compliment our col
league, Congressman MARTIN LAN
CASTER, for introducing this legislation 
authorizing the Center in honor of our 
beloved former chairman, Walter B. 
Jones of North Carolina. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a bill we should 
all support and I am pleased to urge its 
adoption by the House. 

0 1540 

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. LAN
CASTER], the author of the bill. 

Mr. LANCASTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my colleagues on the committee 
for their eloquent and kind words on 
behalf of this bill, and also in praise of 
our former colleague and chairman, 
Walter B. Jones. It has been pointed 
out that this bill authorizes the Sec
retary of the Interior to construct and 
operate the Walter B. Jones Center for 
the Sounds, which will serve as the 
headquarters for the Pocosin Lakes Na
tional Wildlife Refuge in Tyrrell Coun
ty in eastern North Carolina. This cen
ter will provide public opportunities, 
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facilities, and resources so that chil
dren and adults may study the region's 
natural history and resources. It will 
offer environmental educational pro
grams and exhibits, and lastly, it will 
provide office space for the operation 
of the refuge. Any Federal spending 
will be subject to future appropria
tions, but we anticipate significant 
cost-sharing between the Department 
of the Interior, local and State govern
ment agencies. 

Mr. Speaker, the exact cost of the 
center is unknown at this time, al
though previous centers of this type 
have cost in the range of $2 million to 
$5 million. After this center is de
signed, we will be able to more exactly 
determine that cost. 

Congressman Jones introduced in the 
102d Congress legislation which would 
establish this center, but unfortu
nately, died before it could be enacted. 
It was amended last year so that it 
would become a memorial to him, and 
at that time it passed the House of 
Representatives but died in the Senate 
at the end of the session. Once again, 
we are seeking the support of this body 
and of the Senate to authorize this im
portant program. 

Walter B. Jones was chairman of the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries for 12 years, but served on 
the committee for the entire 26 years 
that he served in Congress. He was an 
especially strong advocate for the Na
tional Wildlife Refuge System, and 
during his term in Congress the 
Pocosin Lake National Wildlife Refuge 
and several other refuges were estab
lished in his district. Over 303,000 acres 
in his district were added to refuges, in 
the then First District of North Caro
lina. Now much of that lies within my 
new district, the Third District. 

The Pocosin Lakes Refuge, for which 
this will become the center, was estab
lished with over 110,000 acres, but 
through a land donation from the con
servation fund, so that no Federal 
funds to this point have gone into this 
refuge. These will be the first Federal 
funds, simply to establish the head
quarters. 

This acreage extends over a wide area 
in parts of three counties, in one of the 
poorest regions of North Carolina. 
These counties, along with others in 
the region, have formed a consortium 
called Partnership for the Sounds to 
develop ecotourism as a draw to that 
region, as a source of economic devel
opment, and as a source of economic 
growth for the region. 

Surprisingly, while many counties 
object to taking property out of their 
tax base to establish wildlife refuges, 
Tyrrell County, where the bulk of this 
wildlife refuge is located, has enthu
siastically embraced wildlife refuges 
and the role that they play in 
ecotourism and putting that small 
county on the map as a center for 
study of the ecology and the environ-

ment in the coastal estuaries and 
streams of eastern North Carolina. 

We believe this is important legisla
tion that will not only honor our 
former colleague and friend, Walter B. 
Jones, but will serve as an important 
educational tool for the people who 
will visit this region, and also as a 
headquarters for the refuge. I urge my 
colleagues to support this legislation, 
and again thank my colleagues for 
their kind words on behalf of the legis
lation. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Alaska [Mr. 
YOUNG]. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

I thank the sponsor of this bill. I be
lieve everything has been said about 
the center, Mr. Speaker, but most of 
all, I would like to say, and I say this 
with great feeling, that Walter B. 
Jones, the chairman of that commit
tee, probably right now is looking 
down and saying, "You are doing 
what?" he is probably saying, "There 
are some things we should have done 
when I was there, and I am glad you 
are continuing to carry on the work, 
through the leadership of the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
STUDDS] on the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries," he be
lieved so strongly in it, not only in the 
fish and wildlife of this Nation, but 
also the maritime part of it. 

That is what this committee is all 
about. This committee, and we worked 
under Mr. Jones, now the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. STUDDS], and 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
FIELDS], is the committee that serves 
all the people. 

Mr. Speaker, this center is being 
named after Mr. Jones, just a small 
part of his legacy that he leaves be
hind. Mostly, the legacy left behind 
was the ability to work together as a 
group of individuals, as representatives 
of their constituencies, for the better
ment of this country. I commend the 
author for this small gesture. I urge 
my collegues to pass this legislation, 
and let us find the money wherever it 
is possible, whether it be through the 
private sector, the county, or the Fed
eral Government, to implement a true 
legacy for Walter B. Jones. 

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ORTIZ]. 

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to echo what has been said by the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. FIELDS], the 
gentleman from Alaska [Mr. YOUNG], 
and the gentleman from North Caro
lina [Mr. LANCASTER] . 

Mr. Speaker, this is an appropriate 
action in tribute for our late colleague 
from North Carolina. For 12 years, he 
chaired the Merchant Marine and Fish
eries Committee, the panel with juris-

diction over the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service and its National Wildlife Ref
uge System. There are 10 national wild
life refuges in eastern North Carolina, 
but not one has a visitors center or 
educational facility. This bill author
izes a cost-sharing effort between the 
Federal, State, and local governments 
to construct and operate a facility at 
Pocosin Lakes National Wildlife Ref
uge in Columbia, NC. It is fitting for us 
to honor Walter Jones in this manner. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
vote in favor of this legislation. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I would like 
to say on behalf of the Members on my 
side of the aisle that Walter Jones was 
a person that we all had deep, deep af
fection for. He was a very fair chair
man. He was bipartisan. He worked 
with Members on all sides, and that 
tradition and legacy is being carried on 
today by our current chairman, the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
STUDDS]. 

Let me just say I am proud to be a 
member on this particular committee, 
and I am proud that we are taking this 
action today in memory of someone 
that we all cared so deeply for. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to echo the 
words of the gentleman from Alaska 
[Mr. YOUNG] and the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. FIELDS]. I think we can all 
agree that this may well be the only 
committee in the House, all of whose 
members, both Republican and Demo
cratic, are genuine conservatives in the 
truest sense of that word. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as she 
may consume to the gentlewoman from 
Washington [Mrs. UNSOELD]. 

Mrs. UNSOELD. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in enthusiastic support of this meas
ure, and urge its adoption. 

Mr. Speaker, it is all to rare when local gov
ernments and communities are enthusiastic 
about the presence of a national wildlife ref
uge. We all know about conflicts over refuge 
operations; local citizens sometimes claim that 
refuges are managed without taking into ac
count the economic needs and aspirations of 
neighboring citizens. We also know that many 
localities resist the creation or expansion of 
refuges because they fear that their tax bases 
will be eroded. 

In Tyrrell County, NC, we have a completely 
different situation. County government officials, 
along with those of the government of the 
town of Columbia, have welcomed the exist
ence of the Pocosin Lakes National Wildlife 
Refuge. In fact, they are embarking on an ex
citing and innovative concept of linking eco
nomic development with environmental protec
tion. They believe that by preserving their wa
ters, lands, and wildlife, they can attract visi
tors interested in seeing their natural re
sources. Eco-tourism will create jobs in an 
area desperately in need of them. 
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The Federal Government needs to encour

age this type of approach by local govern
ments. Creation of the Walter B. Jones Center. 
for the Sounds will prove to the citizens of 
Tyrrell County that the Fish and Wildlife Serv
ice will be a partner with them in protecting 
their natural resources and creating economic 
opportunities. 

The President has spoken eloquently about 
the need to grow the economy. The Water B. 
Jones Center for the Sounds will help grow 
the economy of northeastern North Carolina. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts). The question 
is on the motion offered by the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
STUDDS] that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2961. 

The question was taken. 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I object 

to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to clause 5 of rule I and the Chair's 
prior announcement, further proceed
ings on this motion will be postponed. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. · 

BROWNSVILLE WETLANDS POLICY 
ACT OF 1993 

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 2604) to establish a wetlands cen
ter at the Port of Brownsville, TX, and 
for other purposes. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 2604 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Brownsville 
Wetlands Policy Act of 1993". 
SEC. 2. ESTABLISHMENT OF WETLANDS POLICY 

CENTER AT THE PORT OF BROWNS
VILLE, TEXAS. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF CENTER.-For pur
poses of utilizing grants made by the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service there may 
be established in accordance with this Act, 
on property owned or held in trust by the 
Brownsville Navigation District at the Port 
of Brownsville, Texas, a wetlands policy cen
ter which shall be known as the "Browns
ville Wetlands Policy Center at the Port of 
Brownsville, Texas" (in this Act referred to 
as the "Center"). The Center shall be oper
ated and maintained by the Port of Browns
ville with programs to be administered by 
the University of Texas at Brownsville. 

(b) MISSION OF THE CENTER.-The primary 
mission of the Center shall be to utilize the 
unique wetlands property at the Port of 
Brownsville and adjacent waters of South 
Texas to focus on wetland matters for the 
purposes of protecting, restoring, and main
taining the Lagoon Ecosystems of the West
ern Gulf of Mexico Region. 

(C) BOARD OF DIRECTORS.-The Center shall 
be governed by a Board of Directors to over
see the management and financial affairs of 
the Center. The Board of Directors shall be 
cochaired by the Port of Brownsville, the 
University of Texas at Brownsville, and the 

designee of the Director of the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, and shall include as mem
bers other representatives considered appro
priate by those cochairs. 

(d) OVERSIGHT OF THE CENTER-
(1) ANNUAL REPORT.-The Board of Direc

tors of the center shall prepare an annual re
port and submit it through the Director of 
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
to the Congress. 

(2) CONTENTS.-Annual reports under this 
subsection shall cover the programs, 
projects, activities, and accomplishments of 
the Center. The reports shall include a re
view of the budget of the Center, including 
all sources of funding received to carry out 
Center operations. 

(3) AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION.- The 
Board of Directors of the Center shall make 
available all pertinent information and 
records to allow preparation of annual re
ports under this subsection. 

(4) GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE.-The 
Comptroller General of the United States 
shall periodically submit to the Congress re
ports on the operations of the Center. 
SEC. 3. GRANTS. 

The Director of the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service shall, subject to the avail
ability of appropriations, make grants to the 
Center for use for carrying out activities of 
the Center. 
SEC. 4. LEASE. 

The Director of the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service, subject to the availability 
of appropriations, may enter into a long
term lease with the Port of Brownsville for 
use by the Center of wetlands property 
owned by the Port of Brownsville. Terms of 
the lease shall be negotiated, and the lease 
shall be signed by both parties, prior to the 
disposal of any Federal funds pursuant to 
this Act. The lease shall include a provision 
authorizing the Director to terminate the 
lease at any time. 
SEC. 5. OTHER REQUIREMENT. 

As conditions of receiving assistance under 
this Act--

(1) the University of Texas at Brownsville 
shall make available to the Center for fiscal 
years 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997-

(A) administrative office space; 
(B) classroom space; and 
{C) other in-kind contributions for the Cen

ter, including overhead and personnel; and 
(2) the Port of Brownsville shall make 

available up to 7,000 acres of Port Property 
for the programs, projects, and activities of 
the Center. 
The Board of Directors of the Center shall 
include in their annual report under section 
2(d) a statement of whether these conditions 
have been met. 
SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Director of the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service $5,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, 
$4,000,000 for fiscal year 1995, $4,000,000 for fis
cal year 1996; and such sums as may be nec
essary for fiscal year 1997, for making grants 
to the Center under section 3, including for 
use for the establishment, operation, mainte
nance, and management of the Center. 
SEC. 7. RELATIONSHIP OF CENTER WITH THE 

CENTER FOR ENVIRONMENTAL 
STUDIES AND SERVICES, CORPUS 
CHRISTI, TEXAS. 

None of the funds appropriated pursuant to 
this Act may be used to relocate any of the 
administrative operations of the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service from the 
Center for Environmental Studies and Serv
ices Building on the campus of Corpus Chris-

ti State University, to the Brownsville Wet
lands Policy Center at the Port of Browns
ville, Texas, established pursuant to this 
Act. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. STUDDS] will be 
recognized for 20 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. FIELDS] will be 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. STUDDS]. 

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2604, the Browns
ville Wetlands Policy Act, was intro
duced by our colleague from Texas, Mr. 
ORTIZ, and provides for the establish
ment of a wetlands policy center at the 
Port of Brownsville, TX. The bill au
thorizes the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service to fund wetland research 
projects on the 7,000 acres of wetlands 
owned by the Port of Brownsville. 

H.R. 2604 is a sound proposal, and I 
urge its passage. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
2604 which establishes a wetlands pol
icy center at the Port of Brownsville, 
TX. The center would use property at 
the port to study wetlands for the pur
pose of protecting, restoring, and main
taining the ecosystem of the western 
Gulf of Mexico. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a noncontrover
sial bill. In fact, it was adopted by the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Com
mittee and the House of Representa
tives during the last Congress. I would 
like to commend its sponsor, Mr. 
ORTIZ, for this bill and all his work in 
support of wetlands research. 

0 1550 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Alaska [Mr. YOUNG]. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I 
too would like to commend the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. ORTIZ] for his 
foresight on this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
2604, which was introduced by my col
league from Texas, and urge its adop
tion by the House. 

This bill is identical to one which 
was approved by our committee during 
the 102d Congress. It has again been re
ported unanimously. The bill will es
tablish a wetlands policy center at the 
Port of Brownsville, TX, which will be 
used to study wetlands in a joint ar
rangement between the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and the University of 
Texas. 

Mr. Speaker, far too often we take 
action without knowing what we are 
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doing. A perfect example is the admin
istration's proposed wetlands policy, 
which will lock up hundreds of thou
sands of acres of land in my State of 
Alaska without looking at reality. Es
tablishment of a center such as the one 
proposed in this bill will enable us to 
give some serious scientific study to 
wetlands use and protection and enable 
us to make better decisions in the fu
ture. I urge its adoption. 

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. ORTIZ], the au
thor of the bill. 

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to thank my chairman, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts, Mr. STUDDS, for 
moving this bill, and also my friend 
from Texas, Mr. JACK FIELDS, and the 
gentleman from Alaska, Mr. YOUNG, 
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania, 
Mr. WELDON. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong 
support of H.R. 2604, which establishes 
a wetlands policy center in Browns
ville, TX. 

The purpose of H.R. 2604 is to develop 
an innovative, cooperative approach to 
the preservation, restoration and study 
of wetlands, focusing on the lagoon 
ecosystems of the western Gulf of Mex
ico region. 

In a move of great generosity and 
community spirit, the Port of Browns
ville, TX, has agreed to make available 
over 7,000 acres of valuable wetlands 
property for wetlands management, 
education, and policy program activi
ties. 

This legislation simply serves as a 
mechanism to create a wetlands center 
on these wetlands that will be overseen 
by a board of directors headed by the 
port, a local university, and the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

The center will allow researchers, 
scientists, and students to conduct ac
tual, applied management techniques 
on extremely diverse wetlands property 
contiguous to a heavy industrial enter
prise. 

This will provide a unique oppor
tunity to focus on new technologies 
and approaches on the issues of wet
lands preservation and environ
mentally compatible economic policy. 

In addition, the center will serve to 
promote and foster the development of 
greatly needed graduate degree and ca
reer opportunities in the fields of envi
ronmental management, engineering, 
and policy, for Hispanics and other mi
norities in the United States. 

This bill is nearly identical to legis
lation passed by the House last year. 

It is the result of the cooperative ef
forts of the Port of Brownsville, the 
University of Texas at Brownsville, the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and 
Chairman STUDDS' staff on the Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries Commit
tee. 

It is supported by both the majority 
and minority members on the commit
tee. 

I want to thank everyone for their 
time and effort in bringing this modest 
but important bill to the floor, and I 
urge its support. 

Mr. FIELDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts). The question 
is on the motion offered by the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
STUDDS] that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2604. 

The question was taken. 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I object 

to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to clause 5 of rule I and the Chair's 
prior announcement, further proceed
ings on this motion will be postponed. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

FEDERAL EMPLOYEES POLITICAL 
ACTIVITIES ACT OF 1993 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 251 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 251 
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 

resolution it shall be in order to consider in 
the House a motion to take from the Speak
er's table the bill (H.R. 20) to amend title 5, 
United States Code, to restore to Federal ci
vilian employees their right to participate 
voluntarily, as private citizens, in the politi
cal processes of the Nation, to protect such 
employees from improper political solici ta
tions, and for other purposes, with a Senate 
amendment thereto, and to concur in the 
Senate amendment. The Senate amendment 
shall be considered as read. The motion shall 
be debatable for one hour equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi
nority member of the Committee on Post Of
fice and Civil Service. The previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the motion 
to final adoption without intervening mo
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
DERRICK] is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield the cus
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON], pending 
which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 251 
provides for consideration of H.R. 20, 
the Federal Employees Poli ti cal Ac
tivities Act. The rule provides for a 
motion to take H.R. 20 from the Speak
er's table with a Senate amendment 
and to concur in the Senate amend
ment. The rule provides that the Sen-

ate amendment shall be considered as 
read. The rule further provides that the 
motion will be debatable for 1 hour, 
equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority mem
ber of the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 20 with amend
ment would restore to Federal civilian 
employees their right to participate 
voluntarily, as private citizens, in the 
political processes of the Nation. The 
bill permits Federal employees to hold 
office in a political party, or affiliated 
organization, and to take an active 
role in the management of a political 
campaign if it is conducted on the em
ployee's own time and not on the job. 

The bill further prohibits Federal 
employees from running for any par
tisan political office including local of
fices, but allows Federal employees to 
run for public office in nonpartisan 
elections. The bill prohibits the solicit
ing or receiving of campaign contribu
tions unless from individuals within 
the same Federal employee organiza
tion, who are not subordinate employ
ees and the contributions must be on 
behalf of a Federal employees' organi
zation's PAC to which the employee be
longs. 

In addition, the bill would prohibit 
most Federal law enforcement person
nel, intelligence agency employees, 
senior executive service employees, ad
ministrative law judges, contract ap
:geal board members and FEC employ
ees from taking an active part in poli t
i cal campaigns. 

Finally, the bill would protect Fed
eral civilian employees from improper 
political solicitations and contains 
prohibitions against coercion. The bill 
specifies that Federal employees can
not use official authority or influence 
to interfere with the result of an elec
tion or to intimidate any individual to 
vote or not to vote, to give or withhold 
a contribution, or to engage or not en
gage in any political activity. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 20 will allow Fed
eral employees for the first time in 
over 50 years to participate in political 
activity and House Resolution 251 is a 
fair rule that will expedite consider
ation of this important legislation. I 
urge my colleagues to support the rule 
and the bill. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of the rule and this bill, the Federal 
Employees Political Activities Act of 
1993. For too long, a group of Ameri
cans has been disenfranchised from the 
political process by an archaic law 
passed in the 1930's. But, Mr. Speaker, 
hopefully this legislation will change 
all of that. 

The rule before us provides for the 
House to agree to the Senate amend
ments to H.R. 20, a bill which the 
House passed by a very substantial 



21806 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE September 21, 1993 
margin several months ago. Post Office 
and Civil Service Committee Chairman 
CLAY and the ranking member on that 
committee, the gentleman from Indi
ana [Mr. MYERS] my good friend, both 
testified in the Rules Committee last 
week that their committee is agreeable 
to the Senate amendments. I congratu
late both of these gentlemen for doing 
an outstanding job in crafting this 
very, very importance piece of legisla
tion. 

Although there are substantive 
changes from the bill the House passed 
in March, the sentiment in the House 
seems to be to agree to the Senate 
changes and not delay this legislation 
any further. 

For the sake of the Federal employ
ees who have waited for many decades 
to participate in the political processes 
of this Nation, we should not hold this 
legislation back another day from 
reaching the President's desk. By our 
adopting the Senate amendments, it 
will go directly to the President with
out conference. 

Mr. Speaker, while the Senate 
amendments weaken the effort to re
store equal rights to all Federal em
ployees under the Constitution, I am 
prepared to support final passage of the 
bill today in order to send the legisla
tion to the White House immediately. 

For many years I have supported the 
rights of Government workers to en
gage in political activity, with two 
stipulations: that they do it on their 
own time and without the use of Gov
ernment offices or resources. 

D 1600 
This is both reasonable, necessary, 

and fair. 
The provisions of law regarding what 

Federal workers can and cannot do 
have been subject to different interpre
tations. There is widespread confusion 
in the Government about what exactly 
is allowed. I just had a discussion over 
here a few minutes ago as to whether 
or not members of the Federal Reserve 
Board are Hatched. They do not even 
know themselves. 

It is my belief that H.R. 20 presents a 
very coherent reform of the Hatch Act. 
However, one issue that has been of 
great concern to me and other Mem
bers of this body needs some kind of 
clarification. The issue is the right of 
certain State and local workers, not 
Federal workers, but certain State and 
local Government workers, to engage 
in political activities. At the appro
priate time I would like to engage the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY], 
the distinguished chairman of the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
in a colloquy regarding this important 
subject. 

Mr. Speaker, my concern is that the 
State and local government employees 
whose salaries are paid through Fed
eral funds will still not be entitled to 
the same constitutional rights as other 

Americans. That is wrong. For various 
reasons, it will remain current policy 
that these employees have only a lim
ited right to take part in politics. I 
urge the Congress to take appropriate 
steps to rectify this shameful state of 
affairs. 

These problems aside, the fact is that 
both Houses of Congress have agreed to 
restore the constitutional rights to 
Federal workers who have been denied 
them for so very, very long. 

The Framers of our Constitution 
clearly believed that citizen participa
tion was necessary for this great exper
iment in democracy to survive. It is 
unconscionable that we have denied a 
group of citizens the right to partici
pate with a full voice in the political 
affairs of the Nation. 

I would urge support for the rule and 
the bill when it comes up for a vote 
later on. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
move the previous question on the res
olution. 

The previous question was .ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 

House Resolution 251, I move to take 
from the Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 
20) to amend title 5, United States 
Code, to restore to Federal civilian 
employees their right to participate 
voluntarily, as private citizens, in the 
political processes of the Nation, to 
protect such employees from improper 
political solicitations, and for other 
purposes, with a Senate amendment 
ther'eto, and concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. CLAY moves to take from the Speak

er's table the bill, R.R. 20, with a Senate 
amendment thereto, and to concur in the 
Senate amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the Senate amendment 
is considered as read. 

The text of the Senate amendment is 
as follows: 

Amendment: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause and 

insert: 
That this Act may be cited as the "Hatch Act 
Reform Amendments of 1993". 
SEC. 2. POLITICAL ACTIVITIES. 

(a) Subchapter III of chapter 73 of title 5, 
United States Code, is amended to read as fol
lows: 

"SUBCHAPTER III-POLITICAL ACTIVITIES 

"§7321. Political participation 
"It is the policy of the Congress that employ

ees should be encouraged to exercise fully , free
ly, and without fear of penalty or reprisal, and 
to the extent not expressly prohibited by law, 
their right to participate or to refrain from par
ticipating in the political processes of the Na
tion. 

"§ 7322. Definitions 
" For the purpose of this subchapter-
" (1) 'employee ' means any individual, other 

than the President and the Vice President, em
ployed or holding of fice in-

" ( A) an Executive agency other than the Gen
eral Accounting Office; 

" (B) a position within the competitive service 
which is not in an Executive agency; or 

" (C) the government of the Distric t of Colum
bia, other than the Mayor or a member of the 
City Council or the Recorder of Deeds; 
but does not include a member of the uniformed 
serv ices; 

"(2) 'partisan political office' means any of
fice for which any candidate is nominated or 
elected as representing a party any of whose 
candidates for Presidential elector r eceived votes 
in the last preceding election at which Presi
dential electors were selected , but shall exclude 
any office or position within a political party or 
affiliated organization; and 

"(3) 'political contribution'-
" (A) means any gift , subscription, loan , ad

vance, or deposit of money or anything of value , 
made for any political purpose; 

"(B) includes any contract , promise , or agree
ment, express or implied, whether or not legally 
enforceable, to make a contri bution for any po
litical purpose; 

" (C) includes any payment by any person, 
other than a candidate or a political party or 
affiliated organization, of compensation for the 
personal services of another person which are 
rendered to any candidate or political party or 
affiliated organization without charge for any 
political purpose; and 

"(D) includes the provision of personal serv
ices for any political purpose. 
"§7323. Political activity authorized; prohibi

tions 
" (a) Subject to the provisions of subsection 

(b), an employee may take an active part in po
litical management or in political campaigns, 
except an employee may not-

"(1) use his official authority or infl,uence for 
the purpose of interfering wi th or affecting the 
result of an election; 

"(2) knowingly solicit , accept, or receive a po
litical contribution from any person, unless such 
person is-

"( A) a member of the same Federal labor orga
nization as defined under section 7103(4) of this 
title or a Federal employee organization which 
as of the date of enactment of the Hatch Act Re
form Amendments of 1993 had a multicandidate 
political committee (as defined under section 
315(a)(4) of the Federal Election Campaign Act 
of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(4))) ; 

"(B) not a subordinate employee; and 
"(C) the solicitation is for a contribution to 

the multicandidate political committee (as de
fined under section 315(a)(4) of the Federal 
Election Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 
441a(a)(4))) of such Federal labor organization 
as defined under section 7103(4) of this title or 
a Federal employee organization which as of the 
date of the enactment of the Hatch Act Reform 
Amendments of 1993 had a multicandidate polit
ical committee (as defined under section 
315(a)(4) of the Federal Election Campaign Act 
of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 441a(a)(4))); or 

" (3) run for the nomination or as a candidate 
for election to a partisan political office; or 

" (4) knowingly solicit or discourage the par
ticipation in any political activity of any person 
who-

"(A) has an application for any compensa
tion , grant, contract, ruling, license, permit, or 
certificate pending before the employing office 
of such employee; or 

" (B) is the subject of or a participant in an 
ongoing audit, investigation, or enforcement ac
tion being carried out by the employing office of 
such employee. 
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"(b)(l) An employee of the Federal Election 

Commission (except one appointed by the Presi
dent, by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate), may not request or receive from, or give 
to, an employee, a Member of Congress, or an 
officer of a uniformed service a political con
tribution. 

"(2)( A) No employee described under subpara
graph (B) (except one appointed by the Presi
dent, by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate), may take an active part in political 
management or political campaigns. 

"(B) The provisions of subparagraph (A) shall 
apply to-

"(i) an employee of-
"( I) the Federal Election Commission; 
"(II) the Federal Bureau of Investigation; 
"(Ill) the Secret Service; 
"(IV) the Central Intelligence Agency; 
"(V) the National Security Council; 
"(VI) the National Security Agency; 
"(VII) the Defense Intelligence Agency; 
"(VIII) the Merit Systems Protection Board; 
"(IX) the Office of Special Counsel; 
"(X) the Office of Criminal Investigation of 

the Internal Revenue Service; 
"(XI) the Office of Investigative Programs of 

the United States Customs Service; or 
"(XII) the Office of Law Enforcement of the 

Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms; or 
"(ii) a person employed in a position described 

under section 3132(a)(4), 5372, or 5372a of title 5, 
United States Code. 

"(3) No employee of the Criminal Division of 
the Department of Justice (except one appointed 
by the President, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate), may take an active part 
in political management or political campaigns. 

"(4) For purposes of this subsection, the term 
'active part in political management or in a po
litical campaign' means those acts of political 
management or political campaigning which 
were prohibited for employees of the competitive 
service before July 19, 1940, by determinations of 
the Civil Service Commission under the rules 
prescribed by the President. 

"(c) An employee retains the right to vote as 
he chooses and to express his opinion on politi
cal subjects and candidates. 
"§ 7324. Political activities on duty; prohibi

tion 
"(a) An employee may not engage in political 

activity-
"(]) while the employee is on duty; 
"(2) in any room or building occupied in the 

discharge of official duties by an individual em
ployed or holding office in the Government of 
the United States or any agency or instrumen
tality thereof; 

"(3) while wearing a uniform or official insig
nia identifying the office or position of the em
ployee; or 

"(4) using any vehicle owned or leased by the 
Government of the United States or any agency 
or instrumentality thereof. 

"(b)(l) An employee described in paragraph 
(2) of this subsection may engage in political ac
tivity otherwise prohibited by subsection (a) if 
the costs associated with that political activity 
are not paid for by money derived from the 
Treasury of the United States. 

"(2) Paragraph (1) applies to an employee-
"( A) the duties and responsibilities of whose 

position continue outside normal duty hours 
and while away from the normal duty post; and 

"(B) who is-
"(i) an employee paid from an appropriation 

for the Executive Office of the President; or 
"(ii) an employee appointed by the President, 

by and with the advice and consent of the Sen
ate, whose position is located within the United 
States, who determines policies to be pursued by 
the United States in relations with foreign pow
ers or in the nationwide administration of Fed
eral laws. 

"§7325. Political activity permitted; employees 
residing in certain municipalities 
"The Office of Personnel Management may 

prescribe regulations permitting employees , 
without regard to the prohibitions in para
graphs (2) and (3) of section 7323(a) of this title, 
to take an active part in political management 
and political campaigns involving the munici
pality or other political subdivision in which 
they reside, to the extent the Office considers it 
to be in their domestic interest, when-

" (1) the municipality or political subdivision 
is in Maryland or Virginia and in the immediate 
vicinity of the District of Columbia, or is a mu
nicipality in which the majority of voters are 
employed by the Government of the United 
States; and 

"(2) the Office determines that because of spe
cial or unusual circumstances which exist in the 
municipality or political subdivision it is in the 
domestic interest of the employees and individ
uals to permit that political participation. 
"§ 7326. Penalties 

"An employee or individual who violates sec
tion 7323 or 7324 of this title shall be removed 
from his position, and funds appropriated for 
the position from which removed thereafter may 
not be used to pay the employee or individual. 
However , if the Merit System Protection Board 
finds by unanimous vote that the violation does 
not warrant removal, a penalty of not less than 
30 days' suspension without pay shall be im
posed by direction of the Board.". 

(b)(l) Section 3302(2) of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended by striking out "7203, 7321, 
and 7322" and inserting in lieu thereof "and 
7203". 

(2) The table of sections for subchapter Ill of 
chapter 73 of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 

"SUBCHAPTER Ill-POLITICAL 
ACTIVITIES 

''7321. Political participation. 
"7322. Definitions. 
"7323. Political activity authorized; prohibi

tions. 
"7324. Political activities on duty; prohibition. 
"7325. Political activity permitted; employees 

residing in certain municipalities. 
"7326. Penalties.". 

SEC. 3. AMENDMENT TO CHAPTER 12 OF TITLE 5, 
UNITED STATES CODE. 

Section 1216(c) of title 5, United States Code, 
is amended to read as fallows: 

"(c) If the Special Counsel receives an allega
tion concerning any matter under paragraph 
(1). (3), (4), or (5) of subsection (a), the Special 
Counsel may investigate and seek corrective ac
tion under section 1214 and disciplinary action 
under section 1215 in the same way as if a pro
hibited personnel practice were involved.". 
SEC. 4. AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 18, UNITED 

STATES CODE. 
(a) Section 602 of title 18, United States Code, 

relating to solicitation of political contributions, 
is amended-

(1) by inserting "(a)" before "It"; 
(2) in paragraph (4) by striking out all that 

fallows "Treasury of the United States" and in
serting in lieu thereof a semicolon and "to 
knowingly solicit any contribution within the 
meaning of section 301(8) of the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 from any other such offi
cer, employee, or person. Any person who vio
lates this section shall be fined under this title 
or imprisoned not more than 3 years, or both."; 
and 

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fallowing 
new subsection: 

"(b) The prohibition in subsection (a) shall 
not apply to any activity of an employee (as de
fined in section 7322(1) of title 5) or any individ
ual employed in or under the United States 

Postal Service or the Postal Rate Commission , 
unless that activity is prohibited by section 7323 
or 7324 of such title.". 

(b) Section 603 of title 18, United States Code, 
relating to making political contributions , is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the f al
lowing new subsection: 

"(c) The prohibition in subsection (a) shall 
not apply to any activity of an employee (as de
fined in section 7322(1) of title 5) or any individ
ual employed in or under the United States 
Postal Service or the Postal Rate Commission , 
unless that activity is prohibited by section 7323 
or 7324 of such title.". 

(c)(l) Chapter 29 of title 18, United States 
Code, relating to elections and political activi
ties is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
fallowing new section: 
"§ 610. Coercion of political activity 

"It shall be unlawful for any person to intimi
date, threaten, command, or coerce, or attempt 
to intimidate, threaten, command, or coerce, 
any employee of the Federal Government as de
fined in section 7322(1) of title 5, United States 
Code, to engage in, or not to engage in, any po
litical activity, including, but not limited to , 
voting or refusing to vote for any candidate or 
measure in any election, making or refusing to 
make any political contribution, or working or 
refusing to work on behalf of any candidate. 
Any person who violates this section shall be 
fined not more than $5,000 or imprisoned not 
more than three years, or both.". 

(2) The table of sections for chapter 29 of title 
18, United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end thereof the following: 
"610. Coercion of political activity.". 
SEC. 5. AMENDMENTS TO THE VOTING RIGHTS 

ACT OF 1965. 
Section 6 of the Voting Rights Act of 1965 (42 

U.S.C. 1973d) is amended by striking out "the 
provisions of section 9 of the Act of August 2, 
1939, as amended (5 U.S.C. 118i), prohibiting 
partisan political activity" and by inserting in 
lieu thereof "the provisions of subchapter III of 
chapter 73 of title 5, United States Code , relat
ing to political activities". 
SEC. 6. AMENDMENTS RELATING TO APPLICA· 

TION OF CHAPTER 15 OF TITLE 5, 
UNITED STATES CODE. 

Section 675(e) of the Community Services 
Block Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 9904(e)) is repealed . 
SEC. 7. APPLICABILITY TO POSTAL EMPLOYEES. 

The amendments made by this Act (except for 
the amendments made by section 8), and any 
regulations thereunder, shall apply with respect 
to employees of the United States Postal Service 
and the Postal Rate Commission, pursuant to 
sections 410(b) and 3604(e) of title 39, United 
States Code. 
SEC. 8. POLITICAL RECOMMENDATIONS. 

(a) Section 3303 of title 5, United States Code, 
is amended to read as fallows: 
"§3303. Political recommendations 

"(a) For the purposes of this section-
"(]) 'agency' means-
"( A) an Executive agency; and 
"(B) an agency in the legislative branch with 

positions in the competitive service; 
"(2) 'applicant' means an individual who has 

applied for appointment to be an employee; 
"(3) 'employee' means an employee of an 

agency who is-
. "(A) in the competitive service; 

"(B) a career appointee in the Senior Execu
tive Service or an employee under a similar ap
pointment in a similar executive service; or 

"(C) in the excepted service other than-
" (i) an employee who is appointed by the 

President; or 
"(ii) an employee whose position has been de

termined to be of a confidential, policy-deter
mining, policy-making, or policy-advocating 
c/taracter; and 
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"(4) 'personnel action' means any action de

scribed under clauses (i) through (x) of section 
2302( a)(2)( A). 

"(b) Except as provided under subsection (f), 
each personnel action with Tespect to an em
ployee or applicant shall be taken without re
gard to any recommendation or statement, oral 
or written, with respect to any employee or ap
plicant who requests or is under consideration 
for such personnel action, made by-

"(1) any Member of Congress or congressional 
employee; 

"(2) any elected official of the government of 
any State (including the District of Columbia 
and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico), county, 
city. or other subdivision thereof; 

"(3) any official of a political party; or 
"(4) any other individual or organization 

making such recommendation or statement on 
the basis of the party affiliation of the employee 
or applicant. 

"(c) Except as provided under subsection (f), 
a person or organization ref erred to under sub
section (b) (1) through (4) is prohibited from 
making or transmitting to any officer or em
ployee of an agency, any recommendation or 
statement, oral or written, with respect to any 
employee or applicant who requests or is under 
consideration for any personnel action in such 
agency. Except as provided under subsection (f), 
the agency. or any officer or employee of the 
agency-

"(1) shall not solicit, request, consider, or ac
cept any such recommendation or statement; 
and 

"(2) shall return any such written rec
ommendation or statement, appropriately 
marked as in violation of this section, to the 
person or organization transmitting the same. 

"(d) Except as provided under subsection (f), 
an employee or applicant who requests or is 
under consideration for a personnel action in an 
agency is prohibited from requesting or solicit
ing from a person or organization referred to 
under subsection (b) (1) through (4) a rec
ommendation or statement. 

"(e) Under regulations prescribed by the Of
fice of Personnel Management, the head of each 
agency shall ensure that employees and appli
cants are given notice of the provisions of this 
section. 

"(f) An agency, or any authorized officer or 
employee of an agency, may solicit, accept, and 
consider, and any other individual or organiza
tion may furnish or transmit to the agency or 
such authorized officer or employee, any state
ment with respect to an employee or applicant 
who requests or is under consideration for a per
sonnel action, if-

"(1) the statement is furnished pursuant to a 
request or requirement of the agency and con
sists solely of an evaluation of the work per
formance, ability, aptitude, and general quali
fications of the employee or applicant; 

"(2) the statement relates solely to the char
acter and residence of the employee or appli
cant; 

"(3) the statement is furnished pursuant to a 
request made by an authorized representative of 
the Government of the United States solely in 
order to determine whether the employee or ap
plicant meets suitability or security standards; 

"(4) the statement is furnished by a former 
employer of the employee or applicant pursuant 
to a request of an agency, and consists solely of 
an evaluation of the work performance, ability, 
aptitude, and general qi.alifications of such em
ployee or applicant during employment with 
such former employer; or 

"(5) the statement is furnished pursuant to a 
provision of law or regulation authorizing con
sideration of such statement with respect to a 
specific position or category of positions. 

"(g) An agency shall take any action it deter
mines necessary and proper under subchapter I 

or II of chapter 75 to enforce the provisions of 
this section. 

"(h) The provisions of this section shall not 
affect the right of any employee to petition Con
gress as authorized by section 7211. ''. 

(b) The table of sections for chapter 33 of title 
5, United States Code, is amended by amending 
the item relating to section 3303 to read as f al
lows: 
"3303. Political recommendations.". 

(c) Section 2302(b)(2) of title 5, United States 
Code, is amended to read as follows: 

"(2) solicit or consider any recommendation or 
statement, oral or written, with respect to any 
individual who requests or is under consider
ation for any personnel action except as pro
vided under section 3303(f); ". 
SEC. 9. GARNISHMENT OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES' 

PAY. 
(a) Subchapter II of chapter 55 of title 5, Unit

ed States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new section: 
"§5520a. Garnishment of pay 

"(a) For purposes of this section-
"(1) 'agency' means each agency of the Fed

eral Government, including-
''( A) an executive agency. except for the Gen

eral Accounting Office; 
"(B) the United States Postal Service and the 

Postal Rate Commission; 
"(C) any agency of the judicial branch of the 

Government; and 
"(D) any agency of the legislative branch of 

the Government, including the General Ac
counting Office, each office of a Member of Con
gress, a committee of the Congress, or other of
fice of the Congress; 

"(2) 'employee' means an employee of an 
agency (including a Member of Congress as de
fined under section 2106); 

"(3) 'legal process ' means any writ, order, 
summons, or other similar process in the nature 
of garnishment, that-

"( A) is issued by a court of competent juris
diction within any State, territory, or possession 
of the United States, or an authorized official 
pursuant to an order of such a court or pursu
ant to State or local law; and 

"(BJ orders the employing agency of such em
ployee to withhold an amount from the pay of 
such employee, and make a payment of such 
withholding to another person, for a specifically 
described satisfaction of a legal debt of the em
ployee, or recovery of attorney's fees, interest, 
or court costs; and 

"(4) 'pay' means-
"( A) basic pay, premium pay paid under sub

chapter V, any payment received under sub
chapter VI, VII, or VIII, severance and back 
pay paid under subchapter IX, sick pay, incen
tive pay, and any other compensation paid or 
payable for personal services, whether such 
compensation is denominated as wages, salary, 
commission, bonus pay or otherwise; and 

"(B) does not include awards for making sug
gestions. 

"(b) Subject to the provisions of this section 
and the provisions of section 303 of the 
Consumer Credit Protection Act (15 U.S.C. 1673) 
pay from an agency to an employee is subject to 
legal process in the same manner and to the 
same extent as if the agency were a private per
son. 

"(c)(l) Service of legal process to which an 
agency is subject under this section may be ac
complished by certified or registered mail, return 
receipt requested, or by personal service, upon-

"( A) the appropriate agent designated for re
ceipt of such service of process pursuant to the 
regulations issued under this section; or 

"(B) the head of such agency, if no agent has 
been so designated. 

"(2) Such legal process shall be accompanied 
by sufficient information to permit prompt iden-

tification of the employee and the payments in
volved. 

"(d) Whenever any person, who is designated 
by law or regulation to accept service of process 
to which an agency is subject under this section, 
is effectively served with any such process or 
with interrogatories, such person shall respond 
thereto within thirty days (or within such 
longer period as may be prescribed by applicable 
State law) after the date effective service thereof 
is made, and shall, as soon as possible but not 
later than fifteen days after the date effective 
service is made, send written notice that such 
process has been so served (together with a copy 
thereof) to the affected employee at his or her 
duty station or last-known home address. 

"(e) No employee whose duties include re
sponding to interrogatories pursuant to require
ments imposed by this section shall be subject to 
any disciplinary action or civil or criminal li
ability or penalty for, or on account of, any dis
closure of information made by such employee 
in connection with the carrying out of any of 
such employee's duties which pertain directly or 
indirectly to the answering of any such inter
rogatory. 

"(f) Agencies affected by legal process under 
this section shall not be required to vary their 
normal pay and disbursement cycles in order to 
comply with any such legal process. 

"(g) Neither the United States, an agency , nor 
any disbursing officer shall be liable with re
spect to any payment made from payments due 
or payable to an employee pursuant to legal 
process regular on its face, provided such pay
ment is made in accordance with this section 
and the regulations issued to carry out this sec
tion. In determining the amount of any payment 
due from, or payable by, an agency to an em
ployee, there shall be excluded those amounts 
which would be excluded under section 462(g) of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 662(g)). 

"(h)(l) Subject to the provisions of paragraph 
(2), if an agency is served under this section 
with more than one legal process with respect to 
the same payments due or payable to an em
ployee, then such payments shall be available, 
subject to section 303 of the Consumer Credit 
Protection Act (15 U.S.C. 1673), to satisfy such 
processes in priority based on the time of serv
ice, with any such process being satisfied out of 
such amounts as remain after satisfaction of all 
such processes which have been previously 
served. 

"(2) A legal process to which an agency is 
subject under sections 459, 461, and 462 of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 659, 661, and 662) 
for the enforcement of the employee's legal obli
gation to provide child support or make alimony 
payments, shall have priority over any legal 
process to which an agency is subject under this 
section. 

"(i) The provisions of this section shall not 
modify or supersede the provisions of sections 
459, 461, and 462 of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 659, 661, and 662) concerning legal proc
ess brought for the enforcement of an individ
ual's legal obligations to provide child support 
or make alimony payments. 

"(j)(l) Regulations implementing the provi
sions of this section shall be promulgated-

"( A) by the President or his designee for each 
executive agency, except with regard to employ
ees of the United States Postal Service, the 
President or, at his discretion, the Postmaster 
General shall promulgate such regulations; 

"(B) jointly by the President pro tempore of 
the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Rep
resentatives, or their designee, for the legislative 
branch of the Government; and 

"(C) by the Chief Justice of the United States 
or his designee for the judicial branch of the 
Government. 
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"(2) Such regulations shall provide that an 

agency's administrative costs in executing a gar
nishment action may be added to the garnish
ment, and that the agency may retain costs re
covered as offsetting collections. 

"(k)(l) No later than 180 days after the date · 
of the enactment of this Act, the Secretaries of 
the Executive departments concerned shall pro
mulgate regulations to carry out the purposes of 
this section with regard to members of the uni
t ormed services. 

"(2) Such regulations shall include provisions 
for-

"(A) the involuntary allotment of the pay of 
a member of the uniformed services for indebted
ness owed a third party as determined by the 
final judgment of a court of competent jurisdic
tion, and as further determined by competent 
military or executive authority, as appropriate, 
to be in compliance with the procedural require
ments of the Soldiers ' and Sailors' Civil Relief 
Act of 1940 (50 App. U.S.C. 501 et seq.); and 

"(B) consideration for the absence of a mem
ber of the uni/ ormed service from an appearance 
in a judicial proceeding resulting from the ex
igencies of military duty. 

"(3) The Secretaries of the Executive depart
ments concerned shall promulgate regulations 
under this subsection that are, as far as prac
ticable, uniform for all of the uniformed serv
ices. The Secretary of Defense shall consult with 
the Secretary of Transportation with regard to 
the promulgation of such regulations that might 
affect members of the Coast Guard when the 
Coast Guard is operating as a service in the 
Navy.". 

(b)(l) The table of chapters for chapter 55 of 
title 5, United States Code, is amended by insert
ing after the item relating to section 5520 the f al-
lowing: · 

"5520a. Garnishment of pay.". 
(2) Section 410(b) of title 39, United States 

Code, is amended-
( A) by redesignating the second paragraph (9) 

(relating to the Inspector General Act of 1978) as 
paragraph (10); and 

(B) by adding at the end thereof the following 
new paragraph: 

"(11) section 5520a of title 5. ". 
SEC. 10. SENSE OF THE SENATE RELATING TO 

FEDERAL EMPLOYEE SOLICITATION 
OF FUNDS AND CANDIDACIES. 

It is the sense of the Senate that Federal em
ployees should not be authorized to-

(1) solicit political contributions from the gen
eral public; or 

(2) run for the nomination or as a candidate 
for a local partisan political office, except as ex
pressly provided under current law. 
SEC. 11. SENSE OF THE SENATE RELATING TO AS

SISTANCE TO NICARAGUA. 
(a) F!NDJNGS.-The Senate finds the following: 
(1) On May 23, 1993, an explosion in Mana

gua, Nicaragua exposed a cache of weapons, in
cluding 19 surface-to-air missiles, hundreds of 
AK-47 assault rifles, machine guns, rocket pro
pelled grenades, tons of ammunition and explo
sives. 

(2) Investigations of the explosions have un
covered 310 passports from 21 different coun
tries, including seven United States passports. 

(3) Documents in the possession of those ap
prehended in connection with the February 26, 
1993, bombing of the World Trade Center have 
been traced to Nicaragua. 

(4) The acquisition and storage of these weap
ons and documents could not have been accom
plished without the knowledge and cooperation 
of the Sandinista National Liberation Front and 
ministries of the Government of Nicaragua 
under its control. 

(5) The Sandinista National Liberation Front 
has a history of subversion and links to inter
national terrorism. 

(6) The recent discovery demonstrates the in
ability of the legitimate Government of Nica
ragua to control all of its ministries. 

(7) This lack of authority makes uncertain the 
ability of the Government of Nicaragua to pre
vent the export of terrorism by the Sandinista 
National Liberatio.n Front. 

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.-lt is the sense of the 
Senate that-

(1) no further United States foreign assistance 
to Nicaragua should be obligated pending inves
tigation by an appropriate international body, 
with the participation of United States Federal 
agencies, of the Sandinista National Liberation 
Front; and 

(2) such investigation should focus on the re
lationship of the Sandinista National Liberation 
Front to acts of terrorism which threaten to un
dermine the security of the United States and 
the political stability and economic prosperity of 
the Western Hemisphere. 
SEC. 12. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) The amendments made by this Act shall 
take effect 120 days after the date of the enact
ment of this Act, except that the authority to 
prescribe regulations granted under section 7325 
of title 5, United States Code (as added by sec
tion 2 of this Act), shall take effect on the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

(b) Any repeal or amendment made by this Act 
of any provision of law shall not release or ex
tinguish any penalty, forfeiture, or liability in
curred under that provision, and that provi
sion shall be treated as remaining in force for 
the purpose of sustaining any proper proceed
ing or action for the enforcement of that pen
alty, forfeiture, or liability . 

(c) No provision of this Act shall affect any 
proceedings with respect to which the charges 
were filed on or before the effective date of the 
amendments made by this Act. Orders shall be 
issued in such proceedings and appeals shall be 
taken therefrom as if this Act had not been en
acted. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House Resolution 251, the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY] will 
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. MYERS] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. CLAY]. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I first sponsored legisla
tion to reform the Hatch Act almost 
two decades ago. Today, it is my hope 
that this long effort shall come to a 
successful conclusion. 

Earlier this year, the House passed 
H.R. 20 by a vote of 333 to 86. In its 
overall effect, H.R. 20 as passed by the 
Senate is substantially similar to the 
bill as passed by the House. The Senate 
amendment, like the House-passed bill, 
protects Federal employees from im
proper political solicitation, broadens 
their right to participate in political 
activities while off duty, tightens re
strictions on political coercion, and 
strengthens the procedures for punish
ing those who violate the legislation's 
prohibitions. Under this legislation, 
Federal employees are precluded from 
engaging in any political activity 
while on duty, on Government prem
ises, in a Government vehicle, or while 
in a Government uniform. No Federal 
or postal employee may use his or her 
official authority or influence for the 

purpose of interfering with or affecting 
the result of an election. Nor may any 
Federal or postal employee knowingly 
solicit or discourage political activity 
on the part of any person who is doing 
business with, or is the subject of an 
enforcement action by, that employee's 
agency. 

The Senate amendment is more re
strictive than the House-passed bill. 
The House-passed bill would have per
mitted Federal employees to solicit 
contributions on behalf of partisan 
candidates. The Senate amendment 
permits solicitation only on behalf of 
the multicandidate political action 
committees [P AC's] of Federal em
ployee organizations, and only from 
fellow, nonsubordinate members of 
those organizations. 

The Senate amendment also pre
scribes stricter sanctions than the 
House-passed bill. Under the Senate 
amendment, an employee found in vio
lation of the Hatch Act, as reformed, 
would be subject to removal unless the 
members of the Merit Systems Protec
tion Board voted unanimously to sus
pend the employee without pay for 30 
days. 

With two exceptions, the Senate 
amendment retains current law restric
tions on running for partisan political 
office. The Senate amendment pro
hibits Federal and postal employees 
from running for nomination or as a 
candidate for election for partisan po
litical office. I would note that a simi
lar restriction is imposed upon State 
and local employees whose activities 
are funded in whole or in part by Fed
eral funds. The House-passed bill would 
have treated employees of the District 
of Columbia as if they were State or 
local employees. The Senate amend
ment retains the practice of current 
law in applying the Hatch Act to Dis
trict of Columbia employees as if they 
were employees of the Federal Govern
ment. The Senate amendment also re
tains provisions of current law permit
ting political activity by employees in 
certain communities pursuant to regu
lations issued by the Office of Person
nel Management. 

The Senate amendment modifies cur
rent law by permitting employees to 
seek and hold positions within political 
parties. The Senate amendment also 
repeals section 675(e) of the Commu
nity Services Block Grant Act and 
thereby removes the prohibition on the 
right of employees of nonprofit agen
cies rece1vmg Federal funds under 
community block grant programs to 
seek partisan, political office. 

The Senate amendment reforms pro
visions of current law intended to en
sure that Federal personnel actions are 
free of political influence. Generally, 
the Senate amendment precludes Mem
bers of Congress, any elected official of 
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a State, or any other individual or or
ganization from submitting rec
ommendations on behalf of an em
ployee or applicant under consider
ation for any personnel action except 
in specified circumstances in which 
such a statement provides relevant in
formation regarding the qualifications 
of the individual. 

Finally, the House-passed bill re
tained current law restrictions on the 
political activity of employees of the 
Federal Election Commission. The Sen
ate amendment precludes a much 
broader group of Federal employees 
from engaging in partisan political ac
tivity, including members of the Sen
ior Executive Service, law enforcement 
and intelligence agency employees, em
ployees of agencies enforcing the civil 
service laws, administrative law judges 
and others, as well as Federal Election 
Commission employees. 

In addition, the Senate amendment 
incorporates two provisions that are 
extraneous to the Hatch Act. The Sen
ate has incorporated a Sense-of-the
Senate resolution regarding aid to 
Nicaragua. This resolution speaks only 
to the views of the other body and has 
no effect in law. 

The Senate has also incorporated 
provisions permitting the garnishment 
of the pay of Federal and postal em
ployees. The doctrine of sovereign im
munity protects Federal employees 
from garnishment actions brought in 
accordance with State or local law. 
This provision provides a limited ex
ception to the sovereign immunity doc
trine to provide that all Federal em
ployees generally will be subject to 
State or local garnishment laws to the 
same extent as other citizens. The pro
vision includes language incorporating 
the protection of section 303 of the 
Consumer Credit Protection Act, which 
limits the percentage of wages that 
may be garnished, and also provides 
that child support and alimony judg
ments against a Federal employee's 
pay shall have precedence over garnish
ment orders. Finally, while permitting 
the garnishment of the pay of uni
formed personnel, the bill includes spe
cial protection for service members in 
circumstances where their military 
duty precludes their presence at the 
garnishment proceeding. 

While I would prefer to see the less 
restrictive provisions of the House bill 
enacted into law, it is my view that a 
conference with the Senate is unlikely 
to achieve that result. Furthermore, 
the almost certain delay that would re
sult from requesting a conference with 
the other body could jeopardize the en
actment of any reform of the Hatch 
Act in this Congress. 

For more than half a century, the 
Hatch Act has denied Federal and post
al employees the right to effectively 
participate in the selection of their 
Government. If there was ever jus
tification for this second-class citizen-

ship, that justification long since 
ceased to exist. In 1934, less than 32 
percent of a Federal work force of 
950,000 was classified under the merit 
system. Now, 78.6 percent of the Fed
eral work force is protected by a well
entrenched merit system that protects 
both Federal employees and the public 
from political influence and abuse. Yet, 
Federal and postal employees contin
ued to be denied the most basic right of 
citizenship. 

Under the Hatch Act, Federal em
ployees retain the right to vote, but 
that right is rendered meaningless be
cause they are denied the right to en
gage in active partisan political activ
ity. Imagine that as Members of the 
House, we had no right to seek to in
form others of our views on the issues 
before us, or to seek to influence how 
any of our colleagues voted. Would any 
of us claim that our right to vote in 
such circumstances was meaningful? 
Would any of us claim that the citizens 
of the former Soviet Union, who also 
had the right to vote but only among 
candidates chosen for them by others, 
had a meaningful right? Yet that, in 
essence, is the same circumstance that 
the Hatch Act has imposed upon Fed
eral and postal employees for the last 
50 years. 

Today, this House has the historic 
opportunity to take the last legislative 
step to end this injustice and to restore 
to Federal and postal employees their 
most basic right of citizenship, the 
right to actively participate in the se
lection of their Government. This day 
has been a long time coming. I first in
troduced legislation to reform the 
Hatch Act in 1974. Counting our action 
earlier this year, the House of Rep
resentatives has passed legislation to 
reform the Hatch Act in five Con
gresses. Three times previously, the 
Congress has passed Hatch Act reform 
only to see it vetoed. But now things 
are different. The Senate has acted on 
legislation to restore to Federal work
ers the right to express their political 
views. The President stands committed 
to sign the legislation when it reaches 
his desk. It remains only for this House 
to adopt the motion before it to restore 
full citizenship to Federal and postal 
employees. I urge the adoption of the 
motion. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
legislation. As our chairman, the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY] has 
said, it has been a long time in coming. 
In fact, this is the third time this year 
that this body has considered this leg
islation. 

Through the years, more than 50 
years ago, when this legislation was 
first introduced and the Hatch Act be
came a reality, it was very much need-

ed to protect Federal workers from su
periors who used or abused them in the 
political system. But it has been 
abused to the point where political ac
tivities were prohibited, at least the in
terpretation by Federal employees that 
they could participate in any way 
whatsoever. In fact, some people have 
even told me that their families could 
not participate for fear of violating the 
Hatch Act. 

So this legislation has been long 
needed. 

As the chairman mentioned, the 
House bill passed earlier this year was 
a better bill. I think it gave much more 
rights to the individuals who do select 
and choose to work for the Federal 
Government, give them the oppor
tunity to serve in public office if they 
so chose, and they would have to take 
a leave of absence. 

The version we bring back to the 
floor now does not provide that. 
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The version now also includes about 

85,000 Federal employees who will be 
continued under the Hatch Act; IRS 
auditors, as an example, who audit our 
tax returns will not be able to partici
pate in the political structure, which I 
think probably is a good idea. There 
are other Federal Bureau of Investiga
tion personnel, some of these higher of
ficials will not be able to participate 
and still come under the Hatch Act. 
There are a number of other agencies, 
the CIA is another agency which will 
also continue to be covered under the 
Hatch Act. 

But this legislation is good legisla
tion. It has one provision added by the 
Senate which I certainly support, and 
that is that all Federal employees, in
cluding Members of Congress and con
gressional employees, now can be gar
nisheed if they do not pay their debts. 
It has been difficult to defend Federal 
employees who could hide behind this 
and not pay their debts and not be gar
nisheed; so now there can be garnish
ment through the efforts of my col
league, the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. JACOBS]. He has long been a pro
ponent of this. He has been outspoken 
on this. 

In the other body, the junior Senator 
from Idaho has worked hard to bring 
this about and got it in the Senate ver
sion. This was not in the House ver
sion, but it is now in the version that 
is going to go to the President. 

Mr. Speaker, I think every Member 
here and I hope every Member can sup
port this legislation, because once and 
for all we will be freeing up Federal 
employees to participate in this system 
of ours in electing our officials to pub
lic office to the extent that even now 
they can participate in the political 
parties. They will have to take leave if 
they run for office, but they will be 
able to participate in the political par
ties and participate in the system that 
keeps our Government free. 
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentlewoman from Vir
ginia [Ms. BYRNE]. 

Ms. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of the conference re
port to H.R. 20. Mr. Speaker, in 1939 the 
Hatch Act was established to protect 
Federal employees from being sub
jected to coercion by the elected offi
cials who supervised them. 

This once noble intention has turned 
into a form of punishment preventing 
Federal workers from exercising their 
first amendment rights. 

For five decades, the Hatch Act has 
stopped Federal employees from taking 
part in the most basic political activi
ties. And Federal workers have become 
a silent majority lacking the ability to 
exercise their political muscle. 

This has been accomplished by forc
ing Federal employees into a maze of 
thousands of rules and regulations to 
discourage them from using their voice 
in the political system. 

The other body's revisions exclude 
some civil service employees from the 
reforms-without recognizing that the 
political appointees had been the his
toric problem, not the civil servants
but I will support these amendments 
because we must unlock the yoke we 
have put around the necks of public 
servants. 

While most Americans can campaign 
for candidates of their choice, Federal 
employees cannot. It is time that we 
extend these basic rights to the Fed
eral workforce. 

These hard working people deserve 
the same chance to participate in our 
political process as every other Amer
ican. By allowing Federal employees
on their own time-to actively support 
and nominate candidates, we will be 
providing a voice to millions of Ameri
cans who have been held silent for 
years. 

If we are going to truly reinvent Gov
ernment, let us support this bill and 
give Federal employees the right of 
every other citizen. 

Thanks to the Hatch Act reform leg
islation, Federal employees will finally 
have what every other American al
ready has-the right to make their 
voice heard. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
former ranking Republican member, 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
GILMAN]. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to rise in strong support of the 
Senate amendment to H.R. 20, the Fed
eral Employees Political Activities Act 
of 1993, otherwise known as the Hatch 
Act reform bill. 

I want to commend our distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Post Of
fice and Civil Service, the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. CLAY], and the dis
tinguished ranking member of the 

committee, the gentleman from Indi
ana [Mr. MYERS], for their diligent 
leadership in bringing this legislation 
to the floor at this time. 

It is my firm belief that under the 
provisions of H.R. 20, Federal employ
ees will continue to carry out their of
ficial responsibilities with impartial
ity, while having the ability to exercise 
their political rights on their own 
time. The measure we are considering 
at this time contains both penalties for 
coercion and protections for our Fed
eral employees. Moreover, a factor not 
present half a century ago but avail
a bl e today is the broad application of 
the merit system, which protects over 
three quarters of Federal workers and 
guarantees open competition and merit 
based promotion. 

Under the Senate amendments, the 
house bill was modified to exclude sev
eral groups of Federal employees in 
sensitive positions from the Hatch Act 
reforms. Additionally, the Senate 
amendments prohibit Federal employ
ees from running for political office, 
and soliciting PAC funds from the pub
lic. 

While not perfect, the Senate amend
ments H.R. 20 allow Federal employees 
to more fully participate in the politi
cal process. Accordingly, I urge my col
leagues to support this measure, allow
ing 3 million Americans to exercise 
their political rights. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. WYNN]. 

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, today I rise 
in support of H.R. 20, the much-needed 
revision to the Hatch Act. 

Let me begin by extending my com
pliments and congratulations to my 
committee chair, the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. CLAY] for his hard work 
and outstanding effort in getting this 
measure before us today. 

Now, I stand in a somewhat unique 
position. I represent more Federal em
ployees than probably anyone in this 
Chamber. I represent 72,000 Federal em
ployees. For all my political career, 
these Federal employees have been 
gagged. They have not been able to 
participate in even the basic rudiments 
of politics. They have not been able to 
hand out literature. They have not 
been able to work at the polls. They 
have not been able to participate in po
litical fundraising. 

Mr. Speaker, that is a shame, be
cause around the world we promote de
mocracy and we promote participatory 
democracy, because we believe that 
when people are able to participate in 
the democratic process, we have a bet
ter process; so I am delighted that this 
measure will allow us to take that gag 
off our Federal employees and allow 
them to participate fully in American 
politics. 

Now, I understand there were con
cerns that there might be abuses in 
this regard, but those concerns I be-

lieve have been addressed in the final 
version of the bill. There are protec
tions. Certain Federal employees will 
not be allowed to participate, those in 
law enforcement, those involved in tax 
audits and the like. They are not af
fected by this bill, but for the rank and 
file postal worker, the worker from the 
Interior Department, the Commerce 
Department, the Agriculture Depart
ment, it certainly is high time and 
about time that they be allowed to par
ticipate in politics. 

The Hatch Act was well-intentioned 
in its origins, but unfortunately today 
it is a relic. We have adequate protec
tions. I think it is an excellent idea 
that these Federal employees be al
lowed to participate fully, and I look 
forward to their participation in our 
local and national political scene. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield such time as she may consume 
to a very hard-working member of our 
committee, the gentlewoman from 
Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA]. 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, the time has finally 
come to reform-not repeal-the Hatch 
Act. 

Mr. Speaker, we would not have 
reached this juncture without the per
sistence of the chairman of the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
the gentleman from Missouri. He has 
sponsored Hatch Act reform legislation 
since 1974-now, almost 20 years later 
we will see most Federal and Postal 
employees receive some parity and 
rights that are available to all other 
citizens of our country-the right to 
participate, without retaliation, in par
tisan politics. I also applaud the efforts 
of the ranking member of the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
the gentleman from Indiana, who has 
worked for many years to enact this 
measure. Because of the joint efforts of 
both of these Members, H.R. 20 enjoys 
bipartisan support. 

I represent 51,000 Federal employees 
in the Eighth District of Maryland. I 
believe that they are knowledgeable, 
concerned, and law-abiding citizens. 
Many of these Federal employees may 
want to be actively involved in politics 
and many may not. The point is that 
those who choose to actively take part 
in partisan politics, on their own time, 
should have the opportunity to do so. 
In a democracy such as ours, we benefit 
from the exchange of ideas and active 
participation of our citizens. The pool 
of good ideas which will emanate from 
Federal and Postal employees is infi
nite. 

When the Hatch .Act was enacted in 
1939, it was deemed necessary. This is a 
different era. Politics have changed: 
They are more open and under stricter 
scrutiny. The legislation before us is 
very specific in banning all politicking 
in the Federal workplace and, further, 
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the legislation provides stringent pro
tection for Federal and Postal employ
ees who choose to participate in poli
tics and those who choose not to. 

The bill is quite clear in enumerating 
criminal prohibitions for abuse of the 
act. Threats, intimidation, or coercion 
will not be tolerated. 

What has ensued from the original 
bill is a maze of minor, hard to enforce, 
petty, and ridiculous regulations. As 
an example, just yesterday, a former 
colleague of mine called to find out 
whether her friend, a Federal em
ployee, could help to decorate for her 
fundraiser. I look forward to telling her 
that, because of our action today, yes, 
she can .. 

The amended bill which we are con
sidering today also provides for gar
nishment of Federal paychecks in the 
event of nonpayment of just debts. 
This would bring Federal sector debt 
collection in line with the private sec
tor. 

Again, I applaud the sponsor of H.R. 
20 for his dogged persistence to right 
the wrongs which our Federal and 
Postal employees have suffered for 54 
years. 

At last, most of our Federal employ
ees can have most of the privileges of 
citizenship. 

D 1620 
Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. ACKERMAN]. 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to express my strong s·upport for 
H.R. 20, the Federal Employees Politi
cal Activities Act. 

Reform of the Hatch Act is long over
due. It is time that Federal employees 
have the same right as every Amer
ican, to participate in our political sys
tem. H.R. 20 has been carefully crafted 
to strike a balance between granting 
Federal employees the right to be po
litically involved, while prohibiting 
them from soliciting or receiving cam
paign contributions, or participating as 
a candidate in any partisan election. 

Allowing Federal employees to par
ticipate in partisan politics does not 
mean that the Government work force 
will become a forum for solicitations 
or campaigning. 

This bill permits political activity 
while it also shields Federal employees 
from improper coercion. 

The goal of the Federal work force to 
serve the public in an impartial man
ner will remain the same. The unions 
support it, the Federal employees sup
port it, the Postal workers support it, 
and the Clinton administration sup
ports it. 

Now I ask you, my colleagues, to join 
me in supporting H.R. 20, the Federal 
Employees Political Activities Act. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 

MYERS] for yielding this time to me, 
and, Mr. Speaker, I rise in the strong
est possible support for this legislation. 

As my colleagues know, it is unusual 
for liberals and conservatives to agree 
with one another. This happens to be 
one of those times when liberals and 
conservatives are like ice tongs. That 
is because ice tongs are far apart in the 
middle, but they sometimes meet at ei
ther end, and this happens to be one of 
those cases. For many years I have felt 
that the Hatch Act is an absolutely un
constitutional law which deprives good 
American citizens of their rights. 

1 have one concern, however, about 
the status of State and local employ
ees' rights under the Hatch Act if they 
are paid in part by Federal funds. It ap
pears that H.R. 20, while an excellent 
piece of legislation, regrettably does 
not directly affect the political status 
of those workers. For the purposes of 
establishing some legislative history 
and to clear up the questions many 
Members have regarding the status of 
these kinds of employees, I have sev
eral questions for the distinguished 
chairman. 

What is the status of State and local 
government employees under the Fed
eral Hatch Act? 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. CLAY. Chapter 15 of title V of 
the United States Code generally im
poses restrictions on the political ac
tivities of State and local employees 
whose principal activities are funded in 
whole or in part by Federal funds. Such 
employees are prohibited from using 
official authority or influence to inter
fere with or affect the outcome of an 
election, may not coerce political con
tributions, and may not be a candidate 
for elective office. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Is it the intent of 
H.R. 20 that State and Local employees 
are freed of any Hatch Act restrictions 
that might apply to them? 

Mr. CLAY. H.R. 20 does not amend 
chapter 15 of titfe V. Frankly, while 
H.R. 20 does not amend chapter 15, it is 
my view that the restriction imposed 
by chapter 15 on the ability of certain 
State and local employees to seek elec
tive office is unnecessarily restrictive. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
CLAY] for his position on this. 

Mr. Speaker, it is too bad that this 
legislation does not deal with the sec
tion of the law that would allow us to 
repeal the prohibitions presently in ef
fect against these people who are not 
even Federal employees. 

I do appreciate the gentleman's sup
port of legislation to correct this prob
lem later on, and I congratulate him 
and the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
MYERS] for the outstanding efforts 
they have made in finally bringing this 
bill to the point where it is going to be 
signed into law in the very near future. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Indiana [Mr. MCCLOSKEY]. 

Mr. MCCLOSKEY. Mr. Speaker, as chair
man of the Subcommittee on Civil Service, I 
am pleased to rise today in strong support of 
H.R. 20 as amended by the Senate. After 
many years of hard work by the chairman of 
the Committee on Post Office, WILLIAM CLAY, 
it appears legislation to lift certain restrictions 
on the Hatch Act is finally about to become 
law. This legislation is long overdue. 

Today's Federal work force is no longer the 
same work force that existed in 1939. Our 
Federal workers are no longer patronage em
ployees, but are established, professional em
ployees who must meet their merit system 
standards and tough qualifications. The merit 
system principles ensure that the Federal em
ployee will both protect and be protected from 
political influence and abuse. It is, therefore, 
necessary to free these employees from some 
of the constraints imposed by the Hatch Act. 

Currently, under the Hatch Act, a Federal 
employee can contribute up to $1,000 to a 
Federal candidate, while in-kind contributions 
such as stuffing envelopes or stapling yard 
signs are forbidden by law. Stapling yard signs 
is much easier than donating $1,000 to a can
didate for the average Federal employee. 
Under H.R. 20, Federal employees will be 
able to participate in a political party, affiliated 
organization or campaign as long as their ac
tivities do not interfere with the workplace. 

This measure does not give the Federal em
ployee free rein into the political process, it 
simply gives the Federal employee a certain 
amount of flexibility in their actions. Federal 
employees will not be able to run for partisan 
office, or solicit or receive contributions unless 
it is from a member of the same Federal em
ployee organization. Furthermore, a number of 
Federal employees in politically sensitive posi
tions still remain under the restrictions of the 
Hatch Act. 

No other democracy restricts the political 
activities of its governmental work force. Vol
untary political activity off the job is simply a 
basic constitutional right, and fundamental to a 
free and democratic society. I urge my col
leagues to support the Senate amendment to 
H.R. 20. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. HASTINGS]. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of H.R. 20, and I 
thank the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. CLAY] and the gentleman from In
diana [Mr. MYERS] for the fine work 
that they have done in bringing us this 
far. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. JACOBS). 

Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
CLAY] for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I assert that this legis
lation lives up to its name as few other 
pieces of legislation ever have. It is re
form. It reforms both ways. Right now 
Federal employees are second-class 
citizens, not fully participating in the 
system by which we make our final 
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choices in this country. At the same 
time Federal employees, 99 percent of 
them who never benefit from it, find 
themselves in the position of Henry 
VIII, with sovereign immunity from 
paying their bills if they ohoose not to. 
I think that has been an embarrass
ment to all of the rest of us in the Fed
eral Government, and so the reform 
works both ways. 

It is balanced. It is commendable. I 
hope it is passed. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 9 minutes to the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. WOLF]. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, this bill is 
basically an anti-Federal-employee 
bill. I know there are going to be dif
ferent people saying different things, 
but let me just tell my colleagues why 
I believe that. It is not a partisan 
issue, because the person who had this 
job before me, former Congressman Joe 
Fisher, was opposed to changing, and 
modifying and repealing the Hatch Act. 
Most Federal employees are honest and 
decent people, and this bill will politi
cize the Federal work force. I believe 
H.R. 20 will scuttle a policy that has 
been in effect from Thomas Jefferson's 
time. 

Mr. Speak er, having been raised in 
Philadelphia, in south Philadelphia, 
and seeing the political pressure that 
can be brought on Federal employees, 
State employees, but particularly city 
employees, this bill is absolutely 
wrong. Has anyone focused on the fact 
that the White House, under the lead
ership of Mack McClarty, fired five 
Federal employees, career Federal em
ployees, in the travel office because 
they did not do what somebody want
ed? 

D 1630 

I saw very few Members in this body 
stand up and speak for the travel office 
employees. 

Now, let me tell you something about 
these career Federal employees. They 
almost all have legal bills of over 
$20,000 each. 

When a Member of Congress gets in 
trouble, what do they do? Oh, they 
write their financial supporters, and 
they get the money out of their cam
paign funds, and they take care of their 
legal fees. 

Who will take care of the legal fees of 
these Federal employees? One of these 
individuals is my constituent. Who will 
take care of their legal fees? The an
swer is no one. No one under this bill. 
It is a bad bill. 

Have you seen the reinventing of gov
ernment that AL GORE wants? They are 
talking about RIF'ing 250,000 employ
ees, and the Clinton administration 
wants to be able to pick what employ
ees they buy out and move out. 

Well, what is permitted will be what 
is expected. And if you do not partici
pate in the political activity what will 
happen? In the old days they come by 

and say, "You know, we are having a 
fundraiser for 'X' today. We would like 
you to buy five tickets at $100 apiece." 

What will happen? What will happen 
when they change the performance ap
praisal for the Federal employee and 
the employee is bumped out? What will 
happen to the man or woman who does 
not want to participate? Where is the 
support for changing the Hatch Act? 
Are Federal employees for this bill? 
Your offices have not been called by 
Federal employees. You have been 
called by Federal unions, you have 
been called by the White House, you 
have been called by special interests, 
but I doubt if you have ever been called 
by Federal employees. 

I saw the last speaker, the gentle
woman from Virginia [Ms. BYRNE], who 
now represents most of the former con
gressional district that I had. Did she 
get any calls from Federal employees? 
I represented 65 percent of that dis
trict, and almost every Federal em
ployee said do not repeal the Hatch 
Act. They said, "Congressman, it gives 
us the protection, so we don't have to 
participate in and make financial con
tributions to." They do not want it. 

So where has the outcry been? Now, 
if you want to separate out the Postal 
Service, I think the chairman has a 
very good idea. The postal employees, 
fine. But the Federal employees are not 
asking for it. In addition, Mr. Speaker, 
you are now accepting the amendment 
that I tried to offer, which I was not 
given the chance to offer, but you 
know what you have done by accepting 
that? You have actually acknowledged, 
by exempting ms and CIA employees, 
you have acknowledged that there is 
potential corruption. 

Mr. Speaker, by accepting that 
amendment, you have acknowledged 
that there is a problem. So you do not 
want coercion on the CIA, but it is OK 
to coerce the Department of Labor or 
OSHA. You do not want to coerce the 
IRS, but it is OK to coerce meat in
spectors or poultry inspectors. The bill 
is flawed by the very nature of that 
fact. 

Lastly, I know the votes are not here 
to defeat this bill, because the wheels 
are rolling and this administration is 
going to sign it. This bill will probably 
be repealed again. I would hope that 
when the Republicans take control 
again, whenever that time may be, 
that we repeal this, because this is a 
bill that will bring about corruption. 
As the son of a Philadelphia policeman 
in the inner city, I saw what can hap
pen. Back in Philadelphia if you even 
wanted a scholarship for somebody, 
you had to know somebody. And I 
know the next speaker is going to talk 
about it. You had to know somebody in 
the State legislature or be involved in 
the political process. 

We do not want that in the Federal 
Government. We have an honest, ethi
cal, moral, high-caliber Federal civil 

service, and Federal employees are not 
crying for this bill. And I am not infer
ring that the gentleman would like to 
see that, but I believe this will happen. 

We should not get the impression 
that everyone is for this bill. Common 
Cause is against it. The New York 
Times is against it. The Washington 
Times is against it. The Wall Street 
Journal, I heard the gentleman from 
New York say that is why the Wall 
Street Journal is against it. 

Mr. Speaker, the Wall Street Journal 
is opposed to it, the Washington Times 
is opposed to it, the L.A. Times is op
posed to it. It is a bad bill. I respect the 
gentlemen for their efforts to try to 
pass it. I really think it will be bad for 
Federal employees, and be bad for the 
Government. And I believe that we will 
see scandal coming very, very soon as a 
result of it. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. WOLF. I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to point out, 
I am sure the gentleman wants the 
RECORD to be straight, the amendment 
that the Senate added to this bill in 
reference to the IRS is now what the 
gentleman has been proposing. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, yes. I want
ed the ms, the CIA, the FBI, the U.S. 
attorney, and on and on. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will further yield, the gen
tleman would have exempted all of the 
employees from the IRS, the. CIA, the 
FBI, the Customs Office. 

Mr. WOLF. The DEA. 
Mr. CLAY. The Senate only exempt

ed and we are only asking for approval 
of those people in the law enforcement 
agencies, a total of 85,000 employees of 
all of those agencies. Not the clerks, 
the messengers, and the typists and all. 
But the amendment of the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. WOLF] down 
through the years would have pre
cluded any of those people from par
ticipation. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming 
my time, that is true. As the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. CLAY] 
knows, I would have liked to not have 
this bill come up, because I think the 
whole bill is a bad idea. So I wanted to 
exempt as many Federal employees as 
possible, because I did not want them 
to be coerced. I think the whole con
cept is a bad idea. Having come out of 
the background that I have come out 
of, I just think it would be unfortu
nate. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will yield further, I hope the 
gentleman is not saying that he does 
not trust Federal employees to obey 
the law. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I reclaim 
my time. The gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. CLAY] asked a good, good ques
tion. Let me just stipulate for the 



21814 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE September 21, 1993 
RECORD that I do trust the Federal em
ployee. I trust the Democratic Federal 
employee and the Republican Federal 
employee. I will tell you who I do not 
trust: I do not trust the politician. 

I have seen it happen in different ad
ministrations. Today five people at the 
White House have been destroyed. 
Their jobs are gone. This Congress has 
not raised any concern about it. The 
unions have not raised any concern 
about it. Were it not for the news
papers, nobody would have known. I do 
trust the employee. I implicitly want 
to state and reiterate that I do that. I 
do not trust the politicians in either 
party to not manipulate them. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will further yield, that is the 
problem with the Hatch Act, is it does 
not cover the people that the gen
tleman is citing as being in violation of 
this. The Secretary, the Cabinet mem
bers, all of the Presidential employees 
are not covered by the Hatch Act. They 
are the ones who have been in viola
tion, who have been intimidating and 
coercing. So you do not get to them by 
keeping the other employees hatched. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming 
my time, I thank the gentleman. I 
know the sincerity of the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. CLAY], and I am not 
questioning that. 

Mr. Speaker, we will see who is right. 
My sense tells me that we now have a 
Hatch Act violation taking place, if my 
memory serves me correctly, in the 
District of Columbia, which took place 
as this very bill was being developed. 

Somewhere, in some administration, 
we will begin to feel it. What they will 
do is they will squeeze people who are 
powerless. I watched the five people in 
the White House Travel Office, one who 
is a constituent of mine, who has been 
almost financially as well as literally 
ruined by this. And even if they find 
another job for him, he will be at the 
bottom of the barrel. Because as we re
invent Government and RIF people, he 
will be gone. 

I just do not want to see the political 
process get involved in that. Therefore, 
I strongly urge my colleagues to vote 
against this bill. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOLF. I yield to the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I just want 
the RECORD to reflect, the gentleman's 
statement about the five employees, 
who he cares very much about and with 
whom I have been working very closely 
with, and the White House, I think we 
are going to solve it. I do want to make 
it clear, they are not going to be at the 
bottom of the barrel. They will trans
fer laterally. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I know the 
gentleman has been working closely 
with this. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today as I did on Feb
ruary 23 and March 3 of this year in opposi-

tion to the final passage of H.R. 20. This ill
conceived legislation will repeal protections 
against political coercion which have been ef
fective for the past 54 years. Federal employ
ees have the daunting responsibility of execut
ing the public's business fairly, faithfully, and 
impartially. This is what the Hatch Act effec
tively ensures and is what the American peo
ple deserve. 

The Federal employee must be free of both 
actual and perceived political coercion and 
protected from involuntary partisan activities, 
thereby maintaining the public's faith in our 
governmental institutions. Without sufficient 
protection from the maligning influence of par
tisanship, democracy suffers and public trust 
erodes. Public confidence in the administrative 
institutions and processes of Government may 
be dangerously undermined with passage of 
this bill. The public's confidence in the integrity 
of its civil service must be absolute and that 
is what current law provides. We have an hon
est, dedicated civil service today and there 
has been no outcry from the Federal work 
force to change the Hatch Act protections. 

In passing this bill, I am concerned that we 
may unintentionally expose the honorable men 
and women who work as civil servants to un
wanted political coercion; thereby diminishing 
the integrity and effectiveness of Federal em
ployees and their mission. This legislation 
could return us to the days of a government 
that favors the spoils system over the merit 
system and party loyalty over public integrity. 
Employment and advancement in the Govern
ment service should not depend on µolitical 
performance, and employees should be free 
from express or tacit political coercion which 
results from the politicization of the Federal 
work force. Enactment of H.R. 20 will scuttle 
a policy that has been in place and working 
well since Thomas Jefferson was President; 
namely, that partisan politicking by Federal 
workers should be discouraged in order to 
maintain the integrity and accountability of a 
Federal work force. 

Today, this House is declaring political open 
season on our dedicated Federal employees. 
I fear that what is permitted will be what is ex
pected, and Federal employees will be ex
pected to do the political bidding of their supe
riors. If Federal employees do not fulfill the po
litical demands placed on them they may risk 
promotions, unbiased performance appraisals, 
they may be transferred or demoted, or they 
may even lose their jobs. This politicization of 
the Federal work force will lead to scandals of 
the most audacious order. 

Already, th~ White House has fired career 
Federal employees in the White House travel 
office under allegations of misconduct which 
has never been substantiated, and filled the 
jobs with patronage employees. One of the 
employees of the travel office is a constituent 
of mine, and I am concerned about his welfare 
as well as the welfare of the thousands of 
Federal workers that I represent. What hap
pened to those 'tired travel office employees? 
to protect their reputations, all had to incur the 
expense of hiring attorneys following the initial 
allegations maje about them by the White 
House press and the FBI investigation. In ad
dition to having to bear this demeaning treat
ment and suffering through allegations and in
nuendo, I am informed that these employees 

have legal fees in excess of $20,000. The 
White House was quick to politicize these non
political jobs. Watch out when the protections 
of the Hatch Act are lifted. 

I also have a concern with how this bill and 
the National Performance Review will work to
gether. President Clinton is intent on trimming 
the Federal work force by over 200,000 em
ployees and he proposes to do so, in part, by 
offering buyouts. Who will be offered the 
buyouts? What is the criteria? Will it only be 
employees with differing political views that 
are offered buyouts because the administra
tion does not want them around any longer? 
It has been reported in the press that the ad
ministration wants the authority to handpick 
employees for buyouts. I am concerned that 
those handpicked may be those not on the po
litical train of the party in power. Once the 
Federal work force is purged of all those Fed
eral employees with different political leanings 
and replaced by political cronies, scandal, pa
tronage, and old style machine politics may 
well be on the way to Washington. Repeal of 
the Hatch Act is a bad idea and Members 
should vote against it. 

Proponents of this legislation opine that 
H.R. 20 contains sufficient protection and ade
quate penalties to dissuade those who would 
otherwise attempt to politicize the jobs of Fed
eral employees. I disagree. No legislation can 
protect Federal employees from the subtle and 
indirect coercion that will take place. This body 
should be discouraging political harassment 
rather than encouraging it. 

Members should know that the version of 
Hatch Act repeal that this House is about to 

. pass contains provisions of an amendment I 
would have offered on the House floor had the 
Rules Committee not prohibited me from doing 
so. This amendment keeps current Hatch Act 
restrictions on approximately 85,000 high-level 
employees-including employees of the Fed
eral Bureau of Investigation, Central Intel
ligence Agency, Secret Service, National Se
curity Agency, Federal Election Commission, 
Merit System Protection Board, Internal Reve
nue Service criminal investigative officers, Bu
reau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms law 
enforcement section, administrative law 
judges, certain contract officers, and members 
of the Senior Executive Service. 

By keeping current Hatch Act restrictions on 
these employees, we are admitting that there 
is indeed the potential for corruption and coer
cion which could undermine the missions of 
these critical agencies. If we can't protect 
these high-level, high-profile employees, how 
can we expect to protect the lower level em
ployee from the type of treatment the White 
House travel office employees received? 

During previous consideration of H.R. 20 on 
February 23, the comment was made that I 
am opposed to passage of this bill because I 
don't trust Federal employees. I must emphati
cally disagree and let the Members know that 
I am opposed to this legislation because I do 
not trust the politicians. Politicians are notori
ous for exploiting any opportunity to gain politi
cal advantage, and I believe political pressure 
will be exerted on civil servants as a result of 
Hatch Act repeal. 

I believe that the Nation's taxpayers enjoy 
the finest civil service work force in the world, 
and I have the highest respect and admiration 
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for Federal employees. During my service in 
the House I have represented one of the larg
est constituencies of Federal employees of 
any Member. I am a strong supporter of legis
lation that rewards the sacrifices made by 
Federal civil servants. I have worked hard to 
lift the pay cap on Federal salaries. It was my 
legislation that established relocation services 
for Federal workers, reformed the merit pay 
system, and set up over 90 child care centers 
in Government facilities. I have encouraged 
such family friendly policies such as leave 
sharing, flexitime, and flexiplace-programs 
that enhance the quality of life for Federal em
ployees and their families. I am sensitive to 
their needs and have listened to their con
cerns about a variety of issues of concern to 
them, including H.R. 20. 

In keeping with my unwavering commitment 
to protecting the interests of Federal employ
ees, I want Federal employees to know that I 
will watch very closely how this legislation is 
implemented and will remain vigilant in pro
tecting them from the unwanted political coer
cion encouraged by this bill. Furthermore, I 
want Federal employees to know that I will 
ask the Office of Special Counsel and the 
Merit System Protection Board to report on the 
effects of this legislation when they come be
fore the Treasury, Postal Service, and General 
Government Appropriations Subcommittee on 
which I serve. 

Mr. Speaker, I am opposed to H.R. 20 be
cause I am concerned that Federal employees 
will be subject to political coercion of the most 
atrocious kind. Common Cause and the Public 
Service Research Council are opposed to this 
legislation; the Washington Times, the New 
York Times, the Los Angeles Times, and the 
Wall Street Journal among other publications 
have editorialized against the bill. I have in
cluded two recent articles in opposition to this 
misguided legislation for the RECORD. 

[From the New York Times, July 15, 1993) 
SA VE THE HATCH ACT 

It's greed time in the nation's capital. Con
gressional Democrats, grateful for years of 
generous campaign giving by Federal and 
postal union political action committees
and eager for more help in the future-are 
about to relax Hatch Act restrictions on "ac
tive" partisan political activity by Federal 
employees. 

From the public's standpoint and that of 
Federal Workers who would face pressures to 
give money and time to partisan causes, it's 
a bad idea. But the House approved a bill in 
March, and President Clinton says he will 
sign any Hatch Act revision that Congress 
serves up. Thus, some weakening of the 1939 
act seems inevitable this year. 

The extent of the overhaul is now squarely 
before the Senate. The Senate majority lead
er, George Mitchell, and his Democratic col
leagues can show character by accepting a 
reasonable Republican proposal that would 
maintain current Hatch Act restrictions for 
the most sensitive Government posts and 
agencies, and keep all Federal employees out 
of the political fund-raising game. 

Critics of the Hatch Act complain it stifles 
the political rights of Federal employees. 
But even "Hatched" workers can vote, make 
political contributions and participate in 
their off hours in nonpartisan political ac
tivities. While some of the rules are need
lessly complex, the remaining curbs on par
tisan activity, designed to protect the public 

from a politically tainted Civil Service, have 
been upheld by the Supreme Court. 

Unlike the aggressively misguided revision 
rushed through the House in March, the 
measure proposed in the Senate by John 
Glenn, Democrat of Ohio, would still pro
hibit Federal employees from running for 
partisan elected office and soliciting politi
cal contributions from the public. However 
like a similar measure wisely vetoed in 1990 
by President Bush, the Glenn bill would 
allow civil servants to serve after working 
hours as active party and campaign workers 
and, more troubling, to solicit co-workers for 
contributions to their union's PAC's. Mr. 
Glenn provides penalties for coercion, but 
they are inadequate to protect Federal em
ployees, who can now turn aside political 
overtures by saying, "Sorry, I'm Hatched." 

The Senate minority leader, Bob Dole, and 
Senator William Roth, Republican of Dela
ware, have now proposed a reasonable com
promise. Their amendment would exempt 
from the proposed relaxation on partisan 
politicking high-ranking career employees 
across Government who work closely with 
political appointees. It also excludes the in
telligence services and other sensitive agen
cies like the Justice Department and Inter
national Revenue Service, where maintain
ing the perception and reality of non
partisanship is crucial. All Federal employ
ees would be barred from soliciting, accept
ing or receiving political contributions. 

For now, Senate Democrats seem deter
mined to get Federal civil servants in the 
business of hustling political contributions 
from their co-workers. That makes it plainer 
than ever: The Democrats' biggest concern 
here isn't free speech or good government 
but political money and influence. 

UN-HATCHING A MONSTER 

(By George F. Will) 
To President Clinton's criticism of Con

gress as dilatory and indecisive, a reasonable 
response is: Would that it were. Congress is 
decisively "reforming" the Hatch Act, and 
this is part of a pattern of Congress acting 
boldly concerning what it cares about most. 
And what is that? Read on. 

The New Deal radically quickened the per
meation of life by politics, expanding federal 
power and the potential for abuse thereof. 
The 1938 elections produced a Congress made 
more conservative by the electorate's repu
diation of Roosevelt's desire to "pack" (by 
expanding) the Supreme Court. In 1939 Con
gress passed the Hatch Act (named for Sen. 
Carl Hatch, a New Mexico Democrat) to halt 
the coercing of federal employees into par
tisan politics. 

Today's Senate "reform" of that act is 
substantially less awful than the House ver
sion. For example, the House would allow 
federal employees to solicit political con
tributions from the general public; the Sen
ate would allow solicitation only within the 
employee's organization. The House bill does 
not even have the Senate bill's prohibition of 
partisan political activities by employees of 
such sensitive agencies as the CIA and the 
IRS office of criminal investigation. 

Even so, the Senate prohibition covers just 
2.8 percent (85,000) of the 3 million federal ci
vilian and postal service workers. And both 
bills would serve the goal of making the fed
eral bureaucracy into a muscular partisan 
lobby, thereby deepening the incestuous na
ture of government decision making. 

Contemporary government is another 
country. Government's distinctive culture 
produces a mentality unlike that of the soci
ety on which it battens. The federal govern-

ment, imperial in scale and even grander in 
presumption, dominates this company town 
where few competing elites leaven, or lower 
the vanity of, the political class. The gutting 
of the Hatch Act will unleash the permanent 
government to work for the election of Con
gresses and presidents who favor the further 
fattening of that government. 

The "reform" will advance the already far
advanced transformation of the government 
into the largest interest group lobbying the 
government. A few years ago a scholar stud
ied 14 House and Senate committee hearings 
about spending issues. Of the 1,060 witnesses 
who testified, 47 percent were federal admin
istrators, 10 percent were state or local gov
ernment officials and 6 percent were senators 
or congressmen petitioning their colleagues. 
Today's government is a monologue, wherein 
government convinces itself that there 
should be more of itself. 

That is the way Washington already is. 
Changing the Hatch Act will make matters 
worse. Federal employees will form political 
action committees to elect the Congress that 
pays their salaries and sets their portions of 
the budget. Which party will benefit most? A 
hint: Only one Democratic Senator (Oklaho
ma's David Boren) voted against the change. 

The Democratic Party is the party of gov
ernment, in two senses. It has a capacious 
faith in government's goodness and com
petence. Also government itself, and those 
dependent on government, form the party's 
core constituency. 

This dependent class does not consist only, 
or even primarily, of the poor on welfare. It 
also includes the largest recipients of trans
fer payments-the elderly-and the bene
ficiaries of "business welfare," which in
cludes agricultural subsidies, protectionist 
measures and subventions in the name of 
"industrial policy." And if the Clinton ad
ministration has its way, the capstone of 
this architecture of dependency will be a 
health care system that further politicizes 
the one-seventh of the economy concerned 
with health care, and will deepen the public's 
sense of dependence on a "caring" (read: 
spending) government. 

Congress' gutting of the Hatch Act is part 
of a pattern of notably decisive behavior. In 
January the House of Representatives quick
ly gave enhanced voting privileges to the 
five delegates-all Democrats, of course-
representing Guam, Samoa, the Virgin Is
lands, Puerto Rico and the District of Co
lumbia. The Senate has briskly passed a 
campaign "reform" that would enhance in
cumbents' security. It would use various co
ercions to compel challengers to accept 
spending limits, thereby surrendering their 
ability to compensate for incumbents' ad
vantages by outspending those incumbents. 
The House has not accepted the Senate's 
campaign reform because enhancing the se
curity of House incumbents requires a dif
ferent sort of rigging of the rules. 

Congress was not at all dilatory when it 
passed the "motor voter" bill requiring 
states to register anyone 18 or older applying 
for or renewing a driver's license, and to 
have registration available at all offices that 
provide public assistance, unemployment 
compensation or related services. The latter 
places will register people especially depend
ent on government and hence disproportion
ately disposed to vote Democratic. 

Seen as part of a pattern of power aggran
dizement by the political class and espe
cially by Democrats, the party of govern
ment, the Hatch Act reform seems almost 
banal and, for that reason particularly omi
nous. Still conservatives have a not incon
siderable consolation. The Hatch Act reform 
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serves their goal of deepening distrust of 
government 's order to limit government. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. FOGLIETTA]. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of Hatch Act 
reform. I have always stood in support 
of restoring the rights of Federal em
ployees to engage in the political proc
ess. There is no reason why a postal 
employee or a welder at the Philadel
phia Naval Shipyard would be denied 
the right to participate in the political 
system. 

I have been concerned, however, 
about possible abuse by FBI, INS, IRS, 
and CIA officers who could intimidate 
voters, explicitly or implicitly. Over 
the years, I have proposed amendments 
to restrain these small classes of Fed
eral investigative employees from en
gaging in politics. 

Imagine the pressure an IRS or an 
immigration agent could exert in a 
close-knit urban neighborhood? We 
cannot allow even a hint of this poten
tial for abuse to taint the electoral 
process. 

With the restrictions included by the 
Senate, I am happy to stand in strong 
support of the Hatch Act reform bill. I 
commend Chairman CLAY for his dili
gence in attaining this reform. I urge 
my colleagues to support the Senate 
amendments to H.R. 20. 

0 1640 
Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 

I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

In this bill, the ability to garnish 
Federal wages is certainly a step in the 
right direction. But I find it somewhat 
surprising to hear this bill called a re
form bill. 

The Hatch Act was the reform. Fifty 
years ago, it was designed to end politi
cal coercion of Federal employees. And 
now, after that 50-plus years, we are 
backtracking on that commitment to a 
nonpartisan Federal service. 

The claim is that there are protec
tions in this bill against political coer
cion. I went to the bill. I have looked 
at section 610, titled "Coercion of Po
litical Activity." 

What I find is that it is probable that 
the White House Travel Office officials 
talked about by the gentleman earlier, 
the gentleman from Virginia, would 
not have been protected under this sec
tion. I wonder if somebody can tell me, 
it looks as though it would certainly 
have applied to those people. Yet my 
doubt is that Mac McLarty at the 
White House would go to jail or be 
fined $5,000. And yet, that is the sup
posed protection. 

I mean, if the protection does not 
work, then what good is the protec
tion? 

I heard the gentleman earlier say, 
well, Cabinet officials, White House 

people, do not have to be included. So 
in other words, if the Cabinet official 
applies the coercion, he is not subject 
to these fines or he is not subject to 
the imprisonment. What good is that 
to the Federal employee? 

And the gentleman is shaking his 
head. That is not what the gentleman 
said earlier. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, anybody 
who coerces a Federal employee falls 
under the criminal statute of title V. 

Mr. WALKER. In other words, under 
this bill, if this bill had been in effect, 
would Mac McLarty have gone to jail 
for what he did to those White House 
Travel Office employees? 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, the answer 
is, of course not. The gentleman ought 
to know, of course not, because when 
they took those jobs, they became po
litical appointees. In fact, some of 
them were appointed by Democratic 
Presidents, some by Republican. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, these are 
career employees. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will continue to yield, they 
were subject to removal at whirr.., at 
whim, no reason had to be given. 

Mr. WALKER. Any employee of the 
Federal Government shall not engage 
in this. And it says here that it in
cludes any political activity. And then 
it describes some. And it says it is not 
limited to those. 

What was happening down there was 
certainly political in nature. It was 
wholly political in what they were at
tempting to do. They were trying to 
give a political job to someone else. 

It seems to me that these protections 
are nonexistent. · 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia [Ms. NORTON]. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to urge support of H.R. 20, the 
Hatch Act Reform Amendments of 1993, 
a bill which ends most of the limita
tions on Federal employees' basic po
litical rights and reinvigorates the 
principles of democracy and self-deter
mination in the civil service. 

The Hatch Act has had a perverse ef
fect. It has been rarely applied, ob
served often in the breach, breeding 
disrespect for legitimate principles 
that should apply to Federal employ
ees. By not distinguishing legitimate 
regulations from trivia and downright 
illegitimate areas for Government 
intervention, the Hatch Act created an 
obstacle course that even the most 
law-abiding and diligent employee 
could not negotiate without a rule 
book in her hand. 

This bill is a responsible and in
formed piece of legislation that recog
nizes that there are differences be
tween civil servants who must serve, 
regardless of administration, and em
ployees in the private sector. Thus, 
thoughtful and constrained Federal law 
is appropriate. 

What is inappropriate in a democracy 
is invidious discrimination based on 
employment status. The Federal work 
force is well-informed, well-educated, 
and often, because of the subject mat
ter of the various missions they per
form, is probably more civic-minded 
than others. 

This bill, thus, restores civil rights 
to Federal employees and will encour
age their participation in the life of 
our democracy and, in doing so, will 
help preserve · its responsiveness to 
Americans of all sectors. 

At the same time, Mr. Speak er, there 
is completely irrational, anomalous 
discrimination that remains in this bill 
that I protest in the strongest terms. 
The bill treats District of Columbia 
government employees like Federal 
employees under the Hatch Act. This is 
a total affront to home rule and self
government. 

District law and regulation more 
than covers inappropriate conduct with 
measures a.t least as stern as any pro
posed here. Why should the Federal 
Government, in the process of 
downsizing its own personnel, reach 
out to regulate civil servants in a local 
jurisdiction? 

Surely, it is wrong to regulate one 
local non-Federal jurisdiction more 
sternly than any other in our 50 States 
and four territories. This bill, like too 
many in the past, is marred by yet an
other exception which puts the Capital 
of this Nation outside the principles of 
democracy and self-determination 
which apply to every other resident of 
the United States of America. 

To the credit of this House, the Dis
trict was removed from our own bill, 
but those opposed to any form of Hatch 
Act reform used the District to express 
their displeasure. A conference was 
blocked in the other body, making cor
rective action impossible in this body. 

The result is that the District's 41,000 
employees are subjected to greater lim
itations on their basic rights of free po
litical expression than their counter
parts in other State and local jurisdic
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, for this reason, I would 
vote against this bill, except that this 
would punish the 62,000 Federal em
ployees who live in the District while 
gaining nothing for the 41,000 District 
employees whom this bill targets for 
deliberate discrimination. 

I serve notice now that I will seek to 
make District employees the equal of 
employees in other State and local ju
risdictions. I pledge today to work to 
eliminate the shameful distinction we 
create today. 
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I congratulate the chairman for his 

perseverance in rescuing Federal em
ployees from this same discrimination. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. HOYER]. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 
I congratulate the chairman and the 
ranking member for the outstanding 
work that they have done on this piece 
of legislation. 

I am pleased to join my colleagues 
from the Washington metropolitan sub
urbs, the gentlewoman from Maryland 
[Mrs. MORELLA], and the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. WYNN], in support 
of this legislation. 

After a decade of gridlock, we have 
an opportunity today to move Hatch 
Act reform forward. The President is 
willing to sign this bill, and the Senate 
passed this version of Hatch Act reform 
by a strong bipartisan majority. 

This afternoon's vote is the next-to
last step in guaranteeing Federal em
ployees the opportunity to participate 
more fully in our democracy. The right 
to vote is only one part of the freedoms 
for which our forefathers fought and 
which we cherish as Americans. 

H.R. 20 will go beyond the right to 
vote and give Federal employees the 
right to hold elected positions within 
party organizations as well as the op
portunity to work in partisan elec
tions. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to do 
as I have done five other times on this 
floor and support Hatch Act reform. 

Today's vote is more important than 
the other votes we have cast on this 
issue, because today's vote will actu
ally bring to the President a bill which 
he will sign in to law. 

I trust that a majority of my col
leagues will vote to give Federal em
ployees the same constitutionally 
guaranteed rights that the Hatch Act 
took away from them in 1939. 

I would add that I served in the 
Maryland State Senate for 12 years. As 
is true of State employees in Virginia, 
employees in the State of Maryland 
can fully participate in the political 
elections of their State. Their full par
ticipation is unfettered by the same 
constraints which say that because one 
performs services for the Federal Gov
ernment, they are somehow less than a 
full citizen. 

D 1650 

I pointed out to my colleague, for 
whom I have unrestrained respect and 
who I think is one of the most con
scientious and honest people on this 
floor, that he and I have a disagree
ment on this issue. I believe strongly 
this is an issue about Federal employ
ees and the respect they receive in 
their democracy. For that reason, it 
ought to pass. 

I will be equally vigilant, Mr. Speak
er, with my colleague, the gentleman 

from Virginia, if I see abuses. No law 
can fully preclude an abuse. We know 
that. However, this law has been 
strengthened to make sure that a Cabi
net Secretary, the President of the 
United States, or anybody else who 
tries to go around this law and force 
Federal employees to participate in 
partisan activities against that em
ployee's wishes, will be in violation of 
this act. That is appropriate. 

It is equally appropriate to give Fed
eral employees, however, the oppor
tunity to be full members of our de
mocracy. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. CLAY.- Mr. Speaker, I have one 
speaker remaining. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to re
vise and extend their remarks and to 
include extraneous matter, on the bill, 
H.R. 20, and the Senate amendment 
thereto. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts). Is there ob
jection to the request of the gentleman 
from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentlewoman from Col
orado [Mrs. SCHROEDER]. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the distinguished gentleman 
from Missouri for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the 
gentleman for his hard work on this 
bill. I know he kicked this bill out 
many years ago over and over and over 
and over again. It almost became the 
Bill Clay Memorial Hatch Act. 

When I took over the subcommittee 
from him, I have pushed it out many a 
time, and now finally it looks like we 
might get a signature on the bill. Mr. 
Speaker, this bill has been almost a ca
reer bill for us, but it is so long over
due for Federal employees. I only wish 
we could have had it more in the form 
we would have liked to have had it, 
rather than have to deal with the other 
body. 

However, this is a very big step for
ward for Federal employees in making 
them full citizens, full citizens under 
the law. We are not quite where we 
would like to be, but we are on our 
way, and that is such an essential ele
ment. When we see things that have 
been done to Federal employees of late, 
constantly chipping away at them, 
talking about taking away benefits 
from them, doing all these other 
things, at least let us restore some of 
their political power so they can par
ticipate more fully, so they can have 
constitutional rights that other people 
have had as a birthright, and so they 
can really come of age. 

It al ways made no sense to me that 
the people who knew the most about 
Government were not allowed to vote 

and participate very strongly in Gov
ernment. They could vote, but it had to 
be very quiet and very laid-back. 

I thank the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. CLAY] and everybody on the com
mittee who worked so hard to make 
this happen. I know there were many 
days we did not think it would. I think 
we are all looking forward to smelling 
the roses and watching the ink dry on 
this bill. 

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I have not always been 
a supporter of this legislation. Years 
ago I could not support it because I did 
not feel it gave the ample support and 
protection, both support and protec
tion, to Federal employees. It still left 
a big gap where Federal employees 
could be abused in the system. 

In response to those who have been 
critical of the bill today, it is not the 
ideal legislation, not the best bill. It is 
not as good a bill as passed the House 
originally, but legislation is a com
promise. It takes a big step in the right 
direction toward freeing up Federal 
employees to participate in what I con
sider to be their constitutional right, 
and most of us consider to be their con
stitutional right, to participate in the 
political system that got all of us here. 
It would free these people up. 

The Hatch Act has served its time, 
served its purpose. It still left a lot of 
loopholes, a lot of ambiguity in the 
law, just as the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON] expressed a mo
ment ago. 

I just left, to come over here, a meet
ing with a president of a Federal Re
serve Bank and members of his staff. I 
asked him, in leaving, "Are you under 
the Hatch Act?" They shrugged their 
shoulders. They did not know. Many 
Federal employees are this way. 

I quite agree with the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. GOODLA TTE]. I know 
some Federal employees who would 
rather not have this. They have ex
pressed that they would rather stay 
completely free of the political system. 
They do not want to be asked to par
ticipate in the political system, but 
they do not have to because this legis
lation frees them up. They do not have 
to participate. 

This legislation does take a big step 
in the right direction. It is a better bill 
than the law we have today, but again, 
it is not as good a bill as the one that 
passed the House, but it is a com
promise. It is legislation I hope every
one can support. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me say in closing 
that there are many, many people that 
should be thanked for bringing us to 
this point in time on the floor today. 
In particular, two ex-Members of Con
gress certainly should be recognized. 
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We should not close this debate with
out acknowledging the efforts of 
fo rmer Member Gene Taylor, the gen
tleman from Missouri , and former 
Member Frank Horton, the gentleman 
from New York, who played a major 
and key role in putting together the 
kind of coalition and compromise to 
achieve the work we see going today to 
the President of the United States for 
his signature. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in favor of H.R. 20, long overdue legislation 
that would repeal most provisions of the 54-
year-old Hatch Act and return to Federal and 
postal employees the right to participate in the 
Nation's political process. 

I want to compliment Chairman CLAY for the 
20 years of leadership he has demonstrated in 
guiding us to this final debate. As his prede
cessor as chairman of the Post Office and 
Civil Service Committee, I was disappointed 
by President Bush's veto of an earlier version 
of this important legislation. Today that frustra
tion is being washed away, because President 
Clinton is going to sign this bill into law. 

It is important to understand that under 
Chairman CLAY's leadership, H.R. 20 was de
veloped over succeeding Congresses, begin
ning during the administration of Republican 
President Ford. It is the product of bipartisan 
compromise. It returns to the House after fur
ther compromise with a more modest Senate 
version of the bill. 

The bill would give most Federal workers 
the right to participate fully in the political proc
ess off the job, though they would not be able 
to run for partisan political office ·themselves. 
They would be able to manage campaigns, 
solicit contributions, work on phone banks and 
hold positions within political parties and affili
ated organizations. 

But employees would continue to be prohib
ited from engaging in partisan political activity 
while on duty. The bill would not turn the Fed
eral workplace into a political arena. This is a 
system that has worked well for many States 
and even for foreign governments. 

The bill contains strong, clear criminal prohi
bitions of abuses of official influence. It would 
prohibit employees from intimidating, threaten
ing, commanding, or coercing any Federal em
ployee to engage or not engage in any politi
cal activity-voting, making political contribu
tions, working for candidates, or refusing to 
engage in these activities. It would forbid em
ployees from giving political contributions to 
their superiors, and forbid superiors from solic
iting contributions. Violators would be subject 
to criminal penalties. 

Since it was enacted in 1939, the Hatch Act 
has denied our Nation the benefit of hearing 
from thousands of our best informed citizens 
on issues that come before us. We did so, 
without congressional hearings, because of 
the fear that the rapidly expanding bureauc
racy of the New Deal could bend to political 
manipulation. 

That concern no longer reflects the times. 
Today we have a firmly established merit sys
tem that protects both employees and the 
public from political abuses that might result 
from employee political activities. 

It is vital in a democracy to have citizen par
ticipation. And that should include all citizens, 

without exception for those who happen to 
work for federal agencies. As our democracy 
does not compel political participation by any 
group, neither should it forbid it. 

H.R. 20 has as its primary proposition the 
belief that Federal employees should be free 
to engage in any political activity off the job. 
I am proud to support that proposition and this 
bill. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to express my support for the Federal Employ
ees' Political Activities Act. Its time has come. 
This legislation now before us has been de
bated for many years. In fact, it has passed 
this body in the 1 OOth and 101 st Congresses. 

While the Senate amendments do not en
velop all of the House passed provisions, this 
measure eliminates ambiguity of current law. 
Federal workers are permitted to participate in 
the political process while being shielded from 
political influence or coercion. This measure 
provides much clearer definitions of permis
sible and impermissible activities, and estab
lishes strict guidelines for proper conduct. 
Strong enforcement mechanisms are estab
lished in this bill to provide against abuse of 
the current merit system. 

Granting Federal workers the right to partici
pate in partisan politics is long overdue. This 
bill is a step in the right direction. Afterall, 
there is no other country in the world that re
stricts the activities of the men and women 
who serve their governments. 

Mr. Speaker, the time has come for us to 
take action and send this bill to a President 
who will sign it and grant Federal workers 
rights they have been denied. For far too long, 
we have refused thousands of citizens rights 
to participate in their communities. Let us not 
fail those who dedicate their lives to serving 
this Nation. Federal employees bear much re
sponsibility in this country. Let us give them 
what they rightly deserve. I hope in the future 
that we can move even further than this legis
lation takes us. But today, I urge my col
leagues to support H.R. 20 as amended. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise once again 
to affirm my support for the millions of Federal 
and Postal Service employees who desire and 
deserve the full rights of citizenship that every 
other American enjoys. The Hatch Act, which 
has prevented them from participating in our 
free democratic process, must be laid to rest. 

I would certainly prefer that the language 
before us today were closer to that which the 
House agreed to earlier this year. I simply do 
not share the opinion of the other body that it 
is somehow better for our Nation to deny Fed
eral and Postal employees the right to run for 
most elective offices any more than I believed 
that barring these workers from participating in 
the political process in the first place was in 
our best interest. Our Nation's call to the best 
and brightest to serve their country has a 
somewhat hollow ring to it when we categori
cally restrict individuals who unquestionably fit 
this criteria. 

Nevertheless, Mr. Speaker, it is also true 
that a hungry person should never balk at half 
a loaf of bread simply because the full loaf is 
not offered to them. The Federal Employees' 
Political Activities Act which is before us, Sen
ate amendments included, remains a bal
anced, workable answer to the unfortunate 
problems created by the Hatch Act. 

Quite frankly, the Hatch Act has outlived its 
purpose. Its primary function is now to repress 
those individuals it was intended to protect. Its 
numerous and complex statutes are ill-defined. 
They generate an ambiguous environment for 
Federal workers, whose uncertainty about 
what is permissible and what is not has kept 
them from having anything to do with the polit
ical process. 

Mr. Speaker, the political environment we 
find ourselves in today is dramatically different 
from that of the past. Public employees do not 
need protection from a system of spoils that 
no longer exists. Civil service laws, a separate 
system of merit protection, and public em
ployee unions now serve to counter the politi
cal intrusion that was once so prevalent in 
Federal employment. 

By supporting the legislation before us, we 
are ensuring that Federal and Postal Service 
employees, full American citizens, can take 
advantage of their rights as citizens; they can 
fully involve themselves in a supportive role in 
the political process or they can choose not to. 
But the decision will be theirs to make. 

Mr. Speaker, the wisdom of this legislation 
is clear. Let's make a positive difference today 
and support H.R. 20. As I have said before, it 
is essential that we who represent the final 
product of America's democratic political proc
ess recognize not only the need, but the es
sential right and obligation of all citizens to 
participate in that process. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for passage of 
the Federal Employees' Political Activities Act. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, unbelievably, 
the House is on the verge of passing a bill 
that undermines protections against politicizing 
the Federal bureaucracy at a time when trust 
in our Government institutions is already at an 
all time low. Earlier this year, the House and 
Senate passed separate Hatch Act reform bills 
to relax restrictions on the ability of 3 million 
Federal employees to engage in partisan polit
ical activity. The legislation now before us re
moves protections against political coercion of 
Federal workers and risks reviving the political 
favoritism that created the spoils system. This 
development is as dangerous as it is unwise. 

The Hatch Act restrictions have worked for 
54 years. The act was passed in 1939 in re
sponse to concern that Federal employees 
had been coerced to contribute to Franklin 
Roosevelt's reelection campaign and that civil 
service jobs were being awarded on the basis 
of campaign involvement. FDR wisely sup
ported the act as a good government meas
ure. The goals of this legislation-to ensure 
the neutrality of the civil service and the im
partial administration of Government, to pro
mote a merit-based system and to protect 
Federal employees against undue coercion
date back well before 1939. Thomas Jefferson 
wrote in 1801 that "it is expected that, a civil 
servant will not attempt to influence the votes 
of others, nor take any part in the business of 
electioneering, that being deemed inconsistent 
with the spirit of the Constitution and his du
ties to it." 

It is difficult to understand the motivations 
for changing this time-honored rule of Amer
ican democracy. Has human nature changed 
so much that political favoritism and coercion 
are no longer risks of our growing bureauc
racy? Are our institutions of Government more 



September 21, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 21819 
noble? Are the courts or the Federal employ
ees themselves clamoring for change? The 
answer in each case is no. 

Certainly human nature has not fundamen
tally changed since the Hatch Act was passed 
in 1939. If anything, Watergate and the scan
dals that have followed have made us more 
wary of Government power and the temptation 
to wield that power inappropriately. Travelgate 
is but the most recent example of how politics 
all too often factors heavily into decisions to 
award Government positions or favors. Fur
thermore, Federal employees themselves are 
not clamoring for this reform. Under the cur
rent Hatch Act, Federal workers can vote, 
make political contributions, and volunteer in 
their nonoffice hours for nonpartisan political 
activities. Based on recent polls, the great ma
jority of Federal workers find this degree of 
political activity adequate and like the protec
tions the act gives them against coercion and 
favoritism. 

Neither are the courts insisting upon 
change. The Supreme Court has upheld the 
constitutionality of the Hatch Act and stated in 
197 4, "it is in the best interest of the country, 
indeed essential, that Federal service should 
depend upon meritorious performance rather 
than political service." First amendment rights 
are viewed in the context of preserving the 
public trust-the Court held that we must 

* * *arrive at a balance between the inter
ests of the [employee], as a citizen, in com
menting upon matters for public concern and 
the interest of the [government], as an em
ployer, in promoting the efficiency of the 
public services it performs through its em
ployees. 

Some have alleged that these changes are 
pure partisan politics-that is, those lobbying 
for reform simply want to free up Federal em
ployees to create a new organization of par
tisan activities. In its recent editorial criticizing 
the Hatch Act reform, the New York Times 
has gone so far as to say, "The Democrats' 
biggest concern here isn't free speech or good 
government but political money and influ
ence." Maybe this explains it. 

So what kind of activity would these pro
posed erosions of the Hatch Act protections 
allow? Federal employees for the first time 
could take an active part in political cam
paigns, including distributing campaign lit
erature and organizing and participating in 
phone banks. Federal workers could also run 
for office within party organizations and affili
ated groups, such as party chairman or con
vention delegate, and solicit campaign con
tributions from peers for political action com
mittees. 

The Federal Government is more pervasive 
than ever on our society affecting many as
pects of our lives. These proposed changes 
will add to the discomfort many already feel 
about the expanding Federal role. As one 
group queried the Senate Governmental Af
fairs Committee, how would we feel if an em
ployee of the Social Security Administration 
collected signatures for a politician's nominat
ing petition and then was in a position to ac
cept or reject a benefit claim from someone 
who had refused to sign the nominating peti
tion? How do we feel about an IRS agent that 
has a political agenda on the side or a Gov
ernment department that actively supports a 

candidate and does not award a Federal con
tract to a group that supported another can
didate? 

At the very least, there is the appearance of 
impropriety, the temptation to engage in favor
itism and subtle pressures to go along with 
those in power. It isn't surprising that most 
Federal employees prefer, in the face of coer
cion, to hide the current protection by simply 
saying that they are Hatched and cannot par
ticipate. 

We have the opportunity to stop this 
politicization of the Federal Government if we 
possess the courage to do so. Hatch Act re
form will give birth to a new era, where there 
are no longer adequate protections against 
subtle forms of political favoritism and implicit 
coercion of Federal workers. Let's stick to pro
motions based on merit, encourage a Federal 
bureaucracy that prides itself on public service 
for service sake and maintain the integrity in 
our Government. The Founders, Congress, 
the courts and the Federal employees have all 
previously recognized the value of these pro
tections. We need them more today than ever. 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of the Federal Employees' Political 
Activities Act of 1993, as amended by the 
Senate. 

In 1939, the Hatch Act was an effective tool 
in protecting Federal employees from political 
coercion. The act has served its purpose. 
Today, however, the competitive civil service 
process guards against politicization of the 
government work force. The original, and im
portant, purpose of the Hatch Act is being met 
through subsequent and equally or more ef
fective laws. 

It is time to give our Federal and postal em
ployees the freedom to exercise their political 
rights away from the workplace. The denial of 
this fundamental right to participate fully in the 
political process has rendered these employ
ees second-class citizens. Enactment of this 
legislation will correct that injustice. 

I want to thank Chairman BILL CLAY, the 
bill's sponsor, for his determination in the ef
fort to reform the antiquated Hatch Act. I 
strongly urge my colleagues to vote in favor of 
this long overdue legislation. 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Speaker, .I rise today in full 
support of H.R. 20, the Federal Employees' 
Political Activities Act. This legislation will end 
the unfair regulations which prohibit Federal 
employees from exercising their right to par
ticipate in the political process in this country. 
The bill allows Federal employees to engage 
in certain political activities but only in the eve
nings and on weekends when they are away 
from their workplace. 

Mr. Speaker, I am opposed, however, to an 
amendment which was attached to H.R. 20 in 
the U.S. Senate. This amendment-which has 
nothing to do with the Hatch Act-expresses 
the sense of Congress that no further U.S. for
eign assistance should be provided to Nica
ragua prior to an international investigation of 
the Sandinista Party in relation to acts of ter
rorism. 

This amendment has no business being at
tached to legislation which deals with Federal 
employees. This amendment is also wrong be
cause it unfairly punishes the people of Nica
ragua-75 percent of whom live in extreme 
poverty-because of allegations surrounding a 

political party. To date, there has been no evi
dence that anyone in the government of Nica
ragua has been involved in terrorism. These 
allegations should be investigated, and steps 
are now underway to do just that, but I don't 
believe that the innocent people who would 
benefit from our humanitarian assistance 
should be punished before there is solid evi
dence linking the government of Nicaragua to 
acts of terrorism. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask Members to support H.R. 
20; however, I also urge Members to reject 
further efforts by those who are calling for a 
cut-off of foreign assistance to Nicaragua. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the conference report on 
H.R. 20, the Federal Employees' Political Ac
tivities Act. This legislation simply clarifies the 
original Hatch Act to ensure that citizens, re
gardless of their place of employment, have a 
chance to participate in the democratic proc
ess. 

For decades, and especially since 1985, the 
Hatch Act of 1939 has had a chilling effect on 
the political involvement of millions of Ameri
cans who are Federal and Post Office employ
ees. I agree that Federal employees must not 
use their offices for partisan political purposes. 
This bill, however, sets forth strict guidelines 
governing precisely which activities Federal 
employees may engage in. It reinforces the 
original intent of the act, while allowing Fed
eral employees to be politically active on their 
own time, away from the work site. It is vitally 
important to achieve such a balance if this 
country is to encourage true and active partici
pation in government. 

Mr. Speaker, this is fair compromise. I urge 
my colleagues in both bodies to vqte in favor 
of immediate passage and finally put this 
issue to rest. 

Mr. CLAY. I have no further requests 
for time, and I yield back the balance 
of my time. 
. The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to House Resolution 251, the pre
vious question is ordered on the mo
tion. 

The question is on the motion offered 
by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
CLAY]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I ob
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

.The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 339, nays 85, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Barca 

[Roll No. 437) 

YEAS-339 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Becerra 
Bentley 
Bereuter 

Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bliley 
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Blute 
Boehlert 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Burton 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grandy 
Green 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 

Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hoch brueckner 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hutto 
Inslee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
King 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKinney 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 

Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roemer 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santo rum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
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Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Barton 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bunning 
Callahan 
Camp 
Canady 
Coble 
Combest 
Cox 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
De Lay 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dunn 
Ewing 
Fawell 

Abercrombie 
Baesler 
Ford (TN) 

Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 

NAYS-85 
Fields (TX) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Gillmor 
Goodlatte 
Grams 
Greenwood 
Hancock 
Herger 
Hoekstra 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Is took 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kingston 
Knollenberg 
Ky! 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Linder 
Livingston 
Manzullo 
McCandless 

NOT VOTING-9 

Rose 
Shaw 
Spratt 
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Wise 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

McColl um 
McCrery 
McKean 
Mica 
Moorhead 
Nuss le 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paxon 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Royce 
Sensenbrenner 
Shuster 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Stearns 
Stump 
Talent 
Taylor (NC) 
Walker 
Wolf 

Traficant 
Williams 
Wilson 

Messrs. CAMP, COX, McCOLL UM, 
and SMITH of Texas changed their vote 
from "yea" to "nay." 

Mr. FARR of California and Mr. 
GALLEGLY changed their vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FIELDS of Louisiana). Pursuant to 
clause 5, rule I, the Chair will now put 
the question on final passage of H.R. 
808, and then on each motion to sus
pend the rules on which further pro
ceedings were postponed earlier today, 
in the order in which that motion was 
entertained. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

H.R. 808, by the yeas and nays; H.R. 
3019, de novo; S. 464, de novo; H.R. 2056, 
de novo; H.R. 2294, de novo; H.R. 3051, 
de novo; H.R. 3049, de novo; H.R. 2961, 
de novo; H.-R. 2604; de novo; and ap
proval of the Journal. 

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes 
the time for any electronic vote after 
the first such vote in this series. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the question of the 
passage of the bill, H.R. 808, on which 
the yeas and nays are ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on passage of the bill. 
This vote will be taken by electronic 

device. This will be a 15-minute vote, 
and this will be followed by a series of 
5-minute votes. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 425, nays 0, 
answered "present" 1, not voting 7, as 
follows: 

Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews ·(TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Combest 

[Roll No. 438) 

YEAS-425 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
De Lay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Di.az-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 

Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Ky! 
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LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
Mccloskey 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKean 
McKinney 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 

Neal (NC) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Shepherd 

Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-1 

Abercrombie 
Ford (TN) 
Rose 

Is took 

NOT VOTING-7 

Shaw 
Traficant 
Williams 

0 1738 
So the bill was passed. 

Wilson 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FIELDS of Louisiana). Pursuant to the 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 

provisions of clause 5 of rule I, the 
Chair announces that he will reduce to 
a minimum of 5 minutes the period of 
time within which a vote by electronic 
device may be taken on each motion to 
suspend the rules and on approval of 
the Journal on which the Chair has 
postponed further proceedings. 

PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT AND 
RECOGNITION SYSTEM TERMI
NATION ACT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

pending business is the question of sus
pending the rules and passing the bill , 
H.R. 3019, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentlewoman from the District of 
Columbia [Ms. NORTON] that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 3019. 

The question was taken. 
RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 

5-minute vote which will be followed by 
several other votes. Members have 5 
minutes to record their vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-ayes 426, noes 1, 
not voting 6, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 

[Roll No. 439] 
AYES-426 

Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
De Lay 
Dellums 

Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 

Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstr1 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson. E.B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Ky! 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Linder · 

Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKean 
McKinney 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 

21821 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor <MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 



21822 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE September 21, 1993 
Wynn 
Yates 

Abercrombie 
Rose 

Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES-1 
Penny 

NOT VOTING-6 
Shaw 
Traficant 

0 1747 

Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Williams 
Wilson 

So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

ROSS BASS POST OFFICE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

FIELDS of Louisiana). The pending 
business is the question of suspending 
the rules and passing the Senate bill, 
s. 464. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentlewoman from Michigan [Miss 
COLLINS] that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the Senate bill, S. 464. 

The question was taken. 
RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair will remind Members this will be 
5-minute vote, followed by further 5-
minute votes. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-ayes 420, noes 3, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boni or 

[Roll No. 440) 
AYE8-420 

Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 

Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fawell 
Fazio 

Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hoch brueckner 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Ins lee 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Kyl 

LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
Mccloskey 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 

Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 

Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weldon 

Cunningham 

Wheat 
Whitten 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 

NOES-3 
Huffington 

Yates 
Young(AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Sensenbrenner 

NOT VOTING--10 
Abercrombie 
Bryant 
Conyers 
Hoke 

Rose 
Shaw 
Traficant 
Watt 

D 1756 

Williams 
Wilson 

So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the Senate bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

SAMUEL E. PERRY POST OFFICE 
BUILDING 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FIELDS of Louisiana). The pending busi
ness is the question of suspending the 
rules and passing the bill, H.R. 2056, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentlewoman from Michigan [Miss 
COLLINS] that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2056, as 
amended. 

The question was taken. 
RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair will advise Members, this is a 5-
minu te vote. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-ayes 423, noes 2, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 

[Roll No. 441) 
AYE8-423 

Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 

Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
De Fazio 
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DeLauro Inhofe Myers Stump Torkildsen Watt Coleman Hastings McNulty 
De Lay lnslee Nadler Stupak Torres Waxman Collins (GA) Hayes Meehan 
Dellums ls took Natcher Sundquist Torricelli Weldon Collins (IL) Hefley Meek 
Derrick Jacobs Neal (MA) Swett Towns Wheat Collins (Ml) Hefner Menendez 
Deutsch Jefferson Neal (NC) Swift Tucker Whitten Combest Berger Meyers 
Diaz-Bal art Johnson (CT) Nussle Synar Unsoeld Wise Condit Hilliard Mfume 
Dickey Johnson (GA) Oberstar Talent Upton Wolf Conyers Hinchey Mica 
Dicks Johnson (SD) Obey Tanner Valentine Woolsey Cooper Hoagland Michel 
Dingell Johnson, E.B. Olver Tauzin Velazquez Wyden Coppersmith Hobson Miller (CA) 
Dixon Johnson, Sam Ortiz Taylor (MS) Vento Wynn Costello · Hochbrueckner Miller (FL) 
Dooley Johnston Orton Taylor (NC) Visclosky Yates Cox Hoekstra Mineta 
Doolittle Kanjorski Owens Tejeda Volkmer Young (AK) Coyne Hoke Minge 
Dornan Kaptur Oxley Thomas (CA) Vucanovich Young (FL) Cramer Holden Mink 
Dreier Kasich Packard Thomas (WY) Walker Zeliff Crane Horn Moakley 
Duncan Kennedy Pallone Thompson Walsh Zimmer Crapo Houghton Molinari 
Durbin Kennelly Parker Thornton Washington Danner Hoyer Mollohan 
Edwards (TX) Kildee Pastor Thurman Waters Darden Hughes Montgomery 
Emerson Kim Paxon de la Garza Hunter Moorhead 
Engel King Payne (NJ) NOES-2 Deal Hutchinson Moran 
English (AZ) Kingston Payne (VA) Dunn De Fazio Hutto Morella 
English (OK) Kleczka Pelosi Sensenbrenner DeLauro Hyde Murphy 
Eshoo Klein Penny DeLay Inglis Murtha 
Evans Klink Peterson (FL) NOT VOTING-8 Dellums lnhofe Myers 
Everett Klug Peterson (MN) Abercrombie Rose Williams Derrick lnslee Nadler 
Farr Knollenberg Petri Edwards (CA) Shaw Wilson Deutsch ls took Natcher 
Fawell Kolbe Pickett Ewing Traficant Diaz-Balart Jacobs Neal (MA) 
Fazio Kopetski Pickle Dickey Jefferson Neal (NC) 
Fields (LA) Kreidler Pombo D 1805 Dicks Johnson (CT) Nussle 
Fields (TX) Ky! Pomeroy Dingell Johnson (GA) Oberstar 
Filner LaFalce Porter So (two-thirds having voted in favor Dixon Johnson (SD) Obey 
Fingerhut Lambert Portman thereof) the rules were suspended and Dooley Johnson, E.B. Olver 
Fish Lancaster Poshard Doolittle Johnson, Sam Ortiz 
Flake Lantos Price (NC) the bill, as amended, was passed. Dornan Johnston Orton 
Foglietta LaRocco Pryce (OH) The title of the bill was amended so Dreier Kanjorski Owens 
Ford (Ml) Laughlin Quillen as to read: ''A bill to redesigna te the Duncan Kaptur Oxley 
Ford (TN) Lazio Quinn Post Office building located at 600 Dunn Kasi ch Packard 
Fowler Leach Rahall • Durbin Kennedy Pallone 
Frank (MA) Lehman Ramstad Princess Anne Street in Fredericks- Edwards (CA) Kennelly Parker 
Franks (CT) Levin Rangel burg, Virginia, as the 'Samuel E. Perry Edwards tTX) Kildee Pastor 
Franks (NJ) Levy Ravenel Post Office Building'." Emerson Kim Paxon 
Frost Lewis (CA) Reed Engel King Payne (NJ) 
Furse Lewis (FL) Regula A motion to reconsider was laid on English (AZ) Kingston Payne (VA) 
Gallegly Lewis (GA) Reynolds the table. English (OK) Kleczka Pelosi 
Gallo Lightfoot Richardson Eshoo Klein Penny 
Gejdenson Linder Ridge Evans Klink Peterson (FL) 
Gekas Lipinski Roberts Everett Klug Peterson (MN) 
Gephardt Livingston Roemer GRAHAM B. PURSELL, JR., POST Ewing Knollenberg Petri 
Geren Lloyd Rogers OFFICE BUILDING Farr Kolbe Pickett 
Gibbons Long Rohrabacher Fawell Kopetski Pickle 
Gilchrest Lowey Ros-Lehtinen The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Fazio Kreidler Pombo 
Gillmor Machtley Rostenkowski pending business is the question of sus- Fields (LA) Ky! Pomeroy 
Gilman Maloney Roth Fields (TX) La Falce Porter 
Gingrich Mann Roukema pending the rules and passing the bill, Filner Lambert Portman 
Glickman Manton Rowland H.R. 2294, as amended. Fingerhut Lancaster Po shard 
Gonzalez Manzullo Roybal-Allard The Clerk read the title of the bill. Fish Lantos Price (NC) 
Goodlatte Margolies- Royce The SPEAKER pro tempo re. The Flake LaRocco Pryce (OH) 
Goodling Mezvinsky Rush Fog Ii et ta Laughlin Quillen 
Gordon Markey Sabo question is on the motion offered by Ford (Ml) Lazio Quinn 
Goss Martinez Sanders the gentlewoman from Michigan [Miss Ford (TN) Leach Rahall 
Grams Matsui Sangmeister COLLINS] that the House suspend the Fowler Lehman Ramstad 
Grandy Mazzoli Santorum 

rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2294, 
Frank (MA) Levin Rangel 

Green McCandless Sarpalius as Franks (CT) Levy Ravenel 
Greenwood Mccloskey Sawyer amended, on which the yeas and nays Franks (NJ) Lewis (CA) Reed 
Gunderson McColl um Saxton are ordered. Frost Lewis (FL) Regula 
Gutierrez McCrery Schaefer The Chair will remind Members that Furse Lewis (GA) Reynolds 
Hall (OH) Mccurdy Schenk Gallegly Lightfoot Richardson 
Hall(TX) McDade Schiff this is a 5-minute vote. Gallo Linder Ridge 
Hamburg McDermott Schroeder The vote was taken by electronic de- Gejdenson Lipinski Roberts 
Hamilton McHale Schumer vice, and there were-yeas 422, nays 4, Gekas Livingston Roemer 
Hancock McHugh Scott not voting 7, as follows: 

Gephardt Lloyd Rogers 
Hansen Mcinnis Serrano Geren Long Rohrabacher 
Harman McKeon Sharp [Roll No. 442) Gibbons Lowey Ros-Lehtinen 
Hastert McKinney Shays 

AYE8-422 
Gilchrest Machtley Rostenkowski 

Hastings McMillan Shepherd Gillmor Maloney Roth 
Hayes McNulty Shuster Ackerman Becerra Brown (FL) Gilman Mann Roukema 
Hefley Meehan Sisisky Allard Beilenson Brown (OH) Gingrich Manton Rowland 
Hefner Meek Skaggs Andrews (ME) Bentley Bryant Glickman Manzullo Roybal-Allard 
Berger Menendez Skeen Andrews (NJ) Bereuter Bunning Gonzalez Margolies- Rush 
Hilliard Meyers Skelton Andrews (TX) Berman Burton Goodlatte Mezvinsky Sabo 
Hinchey Mfume Slattery Applegate Bevill Buyer Goodling Markey Sanders 
Hoagland Mica Slaughter Archer Bil bray Byrne Gordon Martinez Sangmeister 
Hobson Michel Smith (IA) Armey Bilirakis Callahan Goss Matsui Santorum 
Hochbrueckner Miller (CA) Smith (Ml) Bacchus (FL) Bishop Calvert Grams Mazzo Ii Sarpalius 
Hoekstra Miller (FL) Smith (NJ) Bachus (AL) Blackwell Camp Grandy McCandless Sawyer 
Hoke Mineta Smith (OR) Baesler Bliley Canady Green Mccloskey Saxton 
Holden Minge Smith (TX) Baker (CA) Blute Cantwell Greenwood McColl um Schaefer 
Horn Mink Snowe Baker (LA) Boehlert Cardin Gunderson McCrery Schenk 
Houghton Moakley Solomon Ballenger Boehner Carr Gutierrez Mccurdy Schiff 
Hoyer Molinari Spence Barca Bonilla Castle Hall (OH) McDade Schroeder 
Buffington Mollohan Spratt Barcia Boni or Chapman Hall (TX) McDermott Schumer 
Hughes Montgomery Stark Barlow Borski Clay Hamburg McHale Scott 
Hunter Moorhead Stearns Barrett (NE) Boucher Clayton Hamilton McHugh Serrano 
Hutchinson Moran Stenholm Barrett (WI) Brewster Clement Hancock Mcinnis Sharp 
Hutto Morella Stokes Bartlett Brooks Clinger Hansen McKeon Shays 
Hyde Murphy Strickland Barton Browder Clyburn Harman McKinney Shepherd 
Inglis Murtha Studds Bateman Brown (CA) Coble Hastert McMillan Shuster 
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Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 

Cunningham 
Huffington 

Abercrombie 
Rose 
Shaw 

Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 

NOES-4 
Royce 
Sensenbrenner 

NOT VOTING-7 
Traficant 
Williams 
Wilson 
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Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Wise 

So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the bill, as amended, was passed. 

The title of the bill was amended so 
as to read ''A bill to redesigna te the 
post office building located at 1000 
Lamar Street in Wichita Falls, TX, as 
the 'Graham B. Purcell, Jr. Post Office 
Building' ". 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

AMENDMENT TO IMPACT AID 
REGARDING INDIAN LANDS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FIELDS of Louisiana). The pending busi
ness is the question of suspending the 
rules and passing the bill, H.R. 3051. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Michigan .[Mr. KIL
DEE] that the House suspend the rules 
and pass the bill, H.R. 3051. 

The question was taken. 
RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 358, noes 69, 
not voting 6, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Applegate 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (LA) 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 

[Roll No. 443) 
AYES-358 

Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 

Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 

Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Combest 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 

Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
lnslee 
ls took 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
King 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Ky! 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 

Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shepherd 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 

Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 

Allard 
Andrews (TX) 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker (CA) 
Ballenger 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bliley 
Bonilla 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Canady 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Condit 
Crane 
Cunningham 
De Lay 
Dickey 
Doolittle 

Abercrombie 
Rose 

Vucanovich 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 

NOES-69 
Duncan 
Everett 
Fowler 
Good latte 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hoekstra 
Huffington 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
lnhofe 
Kingston 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
LaFalce 
Manzullo 
McMillan 

NOT VOTING--B 
Shaw 
Traficant 
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Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

Mica 
Moorhead 
Orton 
Paxon 
Penny 
Petri 
Pombo 
Rohrabacher 
Roukema 
Royce 
Schaefer 
Sensenbrenner 
Shays 
Shuster 
Stearns 
Stump 
Taylor (MS) 
Thomas (WY) 
Upton 
Valentine 
Walker 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Williams 
Wilson 

Mr. DUNCAN changed his vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

EXTENDING INTERIM EXEMPTION 
UNDER THE MARINE MAMMAL 
PROTECTION ACT FOR COMMER
CIAL FISHERIES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

FIELDS of Louisiana). The pending busi
ness is the question of suspending the 
rules and passing the bill, H.R. 3049. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. STUDDS] that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3049. 

The question was taken. 
RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak
er, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 421, noes 6, 
not voting 6, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 

[Roll No. 444] 
AYES-421 

Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 

Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
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Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
De Lay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 

Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
ls took 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
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Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
Mccloskey 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Rahall 
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Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santo rum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 

Geren 
Hefley 

Abercrombie 
Rose 

Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 

NOES-6 
Huffington 
Mccurdy 

NOT VOTING-6 
Shaw 
Traficant 
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Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Valentine 
Watt 

Williams 
Wilson 

So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

D 1830 

WALTER B. JONES CENTER FOR 
THE SOUNDS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FIELDS of Louisiana). The pending busi
ness is the question of suspending the 
rules and passing the bill, H.R. 2961. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. STUDDS] that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2961. 

The question was taken. 
RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I de
manded a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 

5-minute vote and will be followed by 
three other 5-minute votes. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-ayes 425, noes 0, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Allard 

[Roll No. 445] 
AYES--425 

Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 

Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 

Archer 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill · 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehle rt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
De Fazio 
DeLauro 
De Lay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 

Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huffington 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
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Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Ky! 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
Mccloskey 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (FL) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens 
Oxley 
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Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 

Abercrombie 
Hefner 
Rose 

Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 

NOES-0 
NOT VOTING-8 

Rostenkowski 
Shaw 
Traficant 

0 1837 

Synar 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Williams 
Wilson 

So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereon the rules were suspended and 
the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I under
stand there is one last suspension vote. 
This gentleman would announce there 
will not be a vote on the Journal, so 
this will be the last vote of the night. 

BROWNSVILLE WETLANDS POLICY 
ACT OF 1993 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the question of sus
pending the rules and passing the bill, 
H.R. 2604. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. ORTIZ] 
that the House suspend the rules and 
pass the bill, H.R. 2604. 

The question was taken. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 

5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 360, noes 64, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Beilenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Bliley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Burton 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coleman 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Combest 
Conyers 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crapo 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Bal art 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 

[Roll No. 446] 

AYES--360 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English (AZ) 
English (OK) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Filner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Harman 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hoch brueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Inslee 
Is took 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 

Johnston 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
King 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Ky! 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Natcher 

Neal (MA) · 
Neal (NC) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 

Allard 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bunning 
Canady 
Coble 
Collins (GA) 
Condit 
Cooper 
Cox 
Crane 
Cunningham 
De Lay 
Duncan 
Emerson 
Ewing 
Fowler 
Gingrich 

Abercrombie 
Hefner 
Meek 

Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 

NOES-64 
Goss 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Herger 
Huffington 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Jacobs 
Kingston 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Manzullo 
McColl um 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Orton 
Packard 
Paxon 
Penny 

NOT VOTING-9 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Shaw 

0 1844 

Studds 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tauzin 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 
Young (AK) 

Ramstad 
Roemer 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Royce 
Sensenbrenner 
Smith (Ml) 
Stearns 
Stump 
Talent 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas(WY) 
Thurman 
Valentine 
Walker 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Traficant 
Williams 
Wilson 

So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereon the rules were suspended, and 
the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, be

cause of a family illness I missed Roll 
No. 437, the Federal Employees Politi
cal Activities Act of 1993, No. 438, the 
James B. Stanley Relief Act, No. 439, 
the Performance Management and Rec
ognition System Termination Act, No. 
440, the Ross Bass Post Office, No. 441, 
the Samuel E. Perry Post Office Build
ing, No. 442, the Graham B. Pursell, Jr. 
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Post Office Building, No. 443, the 
amendment to impact aid regarding In
dian lands, No. 444, extending the ex
emption under the Marine Mammal 
Protection Act for commercial fish
eries, No. 445, the Walter B. Jones Cen
ter for the Sounds, and No. 446, the 
Brownsville Wetlands Policy Act of 
1993. Those votes were taken on Sep
tember 21. 

Had I been present, I would have 
voted for Roll No., 437, 438, 439, 440, 441, 
442, 443, 444, 445, and 446. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

FIELDS of Louisiana). Pursuant to 
clause 5 of rule I, the pending business 
is the question of the Speaker's ap
proval of the Journal. 

The Journal was approved. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 2750, DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATION ACT, 
FISCAL YEAR 1994 
Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee 

on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 103-250) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 252) relating to consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 2750) making appropria
tions for the Department of Transpor
tation and related agencies for the fis
cal year ending September 30, 1994, and 
for other purposes, which was referred 
to the House Calendar and ordered to 
be printed. 

FEDERAL MINE SAFETY AND 
HEALTH ACT OF 196~MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 

LONG) laid before the House the follow
ing message from the President of the 
United States; which was read and, to
gether with the accompanying papers, 
without objection, referred to the Com
mittee on Education and Labor: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
In accordance with Section 511(a) of 

the Federal Mine Safety and Heal th 
Act of 1969, as amended ("the Act"), 30 
U.S.C. 958(a), I transmit herewith the 
annual report on mine safety and 
health activities for fiscal year 1992. 
This report was prepared by, and cov
ers activities occurring exclusively 
during the previous Administration. 
The enclosed report does not reflect 
the policies or priorities of this Admin
istration. 

My Administration is committed to 
working with the Congress to ensure 
vigorous enforcement of existing mine 
safety and health standards. We are 
also intent on improving these rules 
where necessary and appropriate to 

better protect worker health and safe
ty. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 21, 1993. 

ANNUAL REPORT OF SAINT LAW
RENCE SEAWAY DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1992-MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI
DENT OF THE UNITED STATES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-

fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, without 
objection, referred to the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I transmit herewith the Saint Law

rence Seaway Development Corpora
tion's Annual Report for fiscal year 
1992. This report has been prepared in 
accordance with section 10 of the Saint 
Lawrence Seaway Act of May 13, 1954 
(33 U.S.C . 989(a)), and covers the period 
October l, 1991, through September 30, 
1992. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 21, 1993. 

ANNUAL REPORT OF THE NA
TIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1992-MES
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be

fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, without 
objection, referred to the Committee 
on Science, Space, and Technology: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
In accordance with section 3(f) of the 

National Science Foundation Act of 
1950, as amended (42 U.S.C. 1862(f)), I 
am pleased to send you the annual re
port of the National Science Founda
tion for Fiscal Year 1992. This report 
describes research supported by the 
Foundation in the mathematical, phys
ical, biological, social, behavioral, and 
computer sciences; engineering; and 
education in those fields. 

Achievements such as the ones de
scribed in this report are the basis for 
much of our Nation's strength-its eco
nomic growth, national security, and 
the overall well-being of our people. 

As we move toward the 21st century, 
the Foundation will continue its ef
forts to expand our Nation's research 
achievements, our productivity, and 
our ability to remain competitive in 
world markets. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 21, 1993. 

TRANSFER OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may be 

able today to take the 60-minute spe
cial order granted to the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. BURTON]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

ACCEPTANCE BY JUSTICE DE
PARTMENT OF PLEA OF GUILTY 
FROM FORMER POSTMASTER 
ROTA 
(Mr. LIVINGSTON asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks and include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, in 
July, I wrote Attorney General Janet 
Reno protesting the unexplained ac
ceptance by the Justice Department of 
a plea of guilty from former Post
master Rota to a charge of illegally 
channeling funds to Congressmen A 
andB. 

Yesterday, some 7 weeks later, I re
ceived a reply from Sheila F. Anthony, 
Assistant Attorney General, saying 
that--

The Justice Department policy disfavors 
the naming of uncharged individuals in pub
lic (charges)* * * 

We, of course , had no intention of implicat-
ing all of Congress by adopting this action. 

I hope that this alleviates your concerns. 
Well, Mr. Speaker, it does not. 
This Attorney General, the most po

litical in contemporary history, the 
only one to dismiss all sitting U.S. at
torneys soon after taking office, one 
who openly attends political fund
raisers, and one who now subjects her 
assistants to undue congressional scru
tiny and influence; 

This Attorney General should recog
nize that her Department should either 
have not accepted the charges against 
Mr. Rota, or else they should have 
named the recipients of such illegal 
funds without unfairly implicating 
every Member of Congress with their 
slipshod, unfair, and politically protec
tive tactics. 

U .S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
OFFICE OF LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS, 

Washington , DC, September 15, 1993. 
Hon. ROBERT L . LIVINGSTON, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN LIVINGSTON: I am writ
ing in response to your letter of July 29, 1993, 
to Attorney General Reno concerning the 
wording of the information to which former 
House Postmaster Robert V. Rota pleaded 
guilty. 

We appreciate the concern expressed in 
your letter; however, in order to describe the 
charges against Mr. Rota, it was necessary 
to identify at least the offices held by other 
individuals involved with him in criminal ac
tivity. As the Department of Justice policy 
disfavors the naming of uncharged individ
uals in public indictments or information, 
the only fair course of action, under these 
circumstances, was to refer to those other 
individuals as " Congressman A" and " Con
gressman B." We, of course, had no intention 



21828 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE September 21, 1993 
of implicating all of Congress by adopting 
this action. 

I hope that this alleviates your concerns. If 
we can be of further assistance with regard 
to this or any other matter, please do not 
hesitate to contact this office. 

Sincerely, 
SHEILA F. ANTHONY, 

Assistant Attorney General. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, July 29, 1993. 

Hon. JANET RENO, 
Attorney General, 
U.S. Department of Justice, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MADAM ATTORNEY GENERAL: As a 
former prosecutor, I am not advocating that 
the United States Congress unduly interfere 
in the responsibilities of the U.S. Attorney 
with respect to his case against various 
Members of Congress in the House Post Of
fice scandal. However, I am extraordinarily 
distressed at the procedure utilized by him 
when he accepted a charge from former Post
master Rota alleging that Mr.Rota had ille
gally channeled funds to " Congressmen A 
andB. " 

As I noted in a speech on the Floor of the 
House last week, such a charge without im
mediate clarification unfairly, unnecessarily 
and gratuitously indicts every Member of 
the House of Representatives by inference. 
Frankly, it's not at all fair to the innocent 
Members of the House of Representatives to 
allow this charge to remain in the public 
arena. Accordingly, I would like to insist 
that you prevail on the U.S. Attorney to im
mediately rectify this problem so that all of 
those innocent of such charges will no longer 
have a cloud hanging over their heads. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT L. LIVINGSTON, 

Member of Congress. 

D 1850 

REPUBLICANS AGAINST NAFTA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HUNTER. Madam Speaker, I see 
my friend, the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DREIER], walking off the floor. 
I know he is going to let me take some 
of his time in the debate on free trade 
here when he gets his hour a few min
utes down the line. But let me say a 
couple of things about the Free-Trade 
Agreement. 

First, there have been a lot of allega
tions by the pro-NAFTA side that the 
facts and figures that have been used 
by the anti-NAFTA side have not been 
accurate, and that there is no accurate 
data now available that should in some 
way compel an argument against 
NAFTA. 

Madam Speaker, let me just say to 
all my colleagues and to anyone else 
who wishes to engage in this debate 
that the side of the Republicans who 
are against NAFTA is open for busi
ness, and I would like to issue a chal
lenge to any of my friends and col
leagues to come out on the House floor 
and debate the real statistics of 
NAFTA with me. I look forward to 

doing that in the next hour or so with 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DREIER]. 

Let me talk about a couple of things 
today that Americans should be con
cerned about with respect to the 
NAFTA debate. The pro-NAFTA side 
says we have a $40 billion export dollar 
amount each year with Mexico. At 
least in the last year, we exported $40 
billion in exports to Mexico. 

Madam Speaker, that is just not 
true, unless you go to great lengths to 
artificially create and designate ex
ports. Let me explain. 

Take American components, built by 
American workers, for sale to Amer
ican consumers. We send them on a bus 
to various plants, twin plants, 
maquiladora plants in Mexico, to be 
finished or to be added to. They are fin
ished or added to, and then we ship 
them back on the same bus or the next 
bus into the United States and sell 
them to Americans, whom they were 
originally destined for, and we call 
those exports to Mexico. 

Let me give you an example. I have 
verified this with Mickey Kantor's of
fice. His people admit that yes, that is 
true. That is the way we count it. 

If we take this podium and build it in 
Ohio, and it costs $100 to build, and we 
put it on a bus and send it down to 
Juarez or Tijuana to be sanded and var
nished, when it crosses the line at Ti
juana we call it a $100 export into Mex
ico. It is sanded and varnished for, say, 
$10. It is put back on the bus, it comes 
back to the United States, and we call 
it a $110 export from Mexico to the 
United States. 

This is not an export. It is totally ar
tificial. It was created almost entirely 
in the United States for American cus
tomers. Yet that number is about $16 
billion a year, depending on whether 
you use Mexican numbers or American 
numbers. That $16 billion a year num
ber is used by President Clinton to 
pump up this export number for pur
poses of selling NAFTA. 

You then put an important portion of 
the number of jobs under the jobs equa
tion, about 20,000 jobs per $1 billion, 
and you attach that to that $16 billion 
in export trade, and you say that that 
is some 320,000 jobs, or thereabouts. 

The facts are it is not additional jobs 
created by exports. They are American 
products, built for consumption in the 
American system, and there is only a 
small value added in Mexico. So we are 
using artificial numbers to create a 
basis and a justification for NAFTA. 

Lastly, Madam Speaker, let me just 
speak to the argument that somehow 
those who are against NAFTA are 
slighting Mexico and Mexican produc
tivity. Actually it is just the opposite. 
Those of us who are against NAFTA 
understand that Mexican citizens, 
when they are given new equipment, 
are doggone productive. They are very 
productive. 

The Hermosillo Ford plant, for exam
ple, is one of the top quality plants of 
all the automotive plants in North 
America. It is also one of the top 
plants with respect to the number of 
cars produced per worker, which is one 
of the best measures of productivity. 
That is called machine yield. They 
have received the J.D. Powers Award 
for quality. They employ over 2,000 
Mexican workers. 

The 200,000 vocational workers in 
Mexico or vocational students in Mex
ico that are graduated each year and 
the some 340,000 engineers who attend 
Mexican engineering school, are pro
viding a very good worker pool to 
produce top line quality products. 

So what you have, Madam Speaker, 
with respect to Mexico, is the worst of 
all worlds for blue collar Americans 
and businesses in the United States 
that intend to stay here. You have a 
neighbor who is highly productive and 
has the capability to take your job, 
who makes $2,500 per capita per year, 
but does not have the ability to buy 
your product. 

Madam Speaker, NAFTA is a bad 
business deal. 

RAQUEL "ROCKY" KRAMER 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from New York [Mrs. LOWEY], 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. LOWEY. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to celebrate the life of Raquel 
"Rocky" Kramer, a dear friend and re
markable human being who passed 
away on September 6. 

All of us who knew Rocky- and she 
had many friends and admirers-were 
inspired by her dedication to commu
nity and faith, and touched by her 
boundless concern for others. Rocky's 
vitality and warmth will be sorely 
missed, but never forgotten. 

Rocky was perhaps most dedicated to 
her Shul, the Beth El Synagogue, one 
of the largest in southern Westchester 
County. At Beth El, she served in a va
riety of roles including chairwoman of 
the Youth Activities Committee, and 
head of the Israel Bond and Jewish 
Theological Seminary Drives. But 
Rocky may have been most effective in 
expanding the role of women in Jewish 
life. She founded the Alternative Serv
ice which gave women the opportunity 
to participate in high holiday services, 
and she became Beth El's first female 
president in 1990. 

Through her service, Rocky enriched 
our lives and led the way for others 
who would follow her example as activ
ists, as leaders, as women, as Jews, and 
as decent citizens. Hers is a portrait 
not only of ability and achievement, 
but of extraordinary kindness and love. 

Madam Speaker, each of us is given 
only a brief time on this Earth-a few 
years to make a difference and to share 
our own experience with the genera
tions. In her time with us, Rocky Kra
mer did both: Contribute immensely to 
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others and, through her deeds, help us 
to share in her joy of life. 

I join our entire community, espe
cially her family and her friends at 
Beth El, in sadness at Rocky's passage, 
and thanks for the gift of her company. 

YOUTH HANDGUN SAFETY ACT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Kansas [Mr. GLICKMAN] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
am here today to urge a nationwide ef
fort to address the rise of guns, gangs, 
and violence in our cities and on our 
streets. Specifically, I urge that we 
focus on the alarming rate of violence 
by and against youths on our streets, 
in our schools, and even in the back
yards of our homes. I have committed 
myself to try to stop the rising tide of 
handguns in the hands of children, and 
I urge all of my colleagues and all of 
th.e communities in their States to join 
me in this urgent crusade. 

Here's an appalling statistic: About 
100,000 students bring handguns to 
school every day in the United States. 
That includes students in the schools 
of every Member of this House. Also, 
FBI statistics show that the number of 
murders committed by youths, aged 10-
17, with guns, rose 79 percent between 
1980 and 1990. It should be no surprise, 
then, that the Journal of the American 
Medical Association found that the 
leading cause of death for both black 
and white teenage boys in America is 
gunshot wounds. 

Too often, playground disputes are 
turning into schoolyard shootouts. And 
when we must seriously consider put
ting metal detectors in our schools, 
and I don't mean just a few schools, 
something has gone awry. We cannot 
sit back and allow these types of sta
tistics to proliferate. It is not fair to 
our students, to our teachers, and to 
our society. We must stand strong and 
tell our children that this is going to 
stop. 

Today, Re pre sen ta ti ve MIKE CASTLE 
and I are introducing the Youth Hand
gun Safety Act of 1993. This bill closes 
a loophole in existing Federal handgun 
law. Currently, Federal law-the Gun 
Control Act of 1968-makes it illegal 
for a licensed gun dealer to sell hand
guns to minors. However, it does not 
address the very real situations where 
other people sell and give handguns to 
minors. The current law also doesn't 
make it illegal for the minor to possess 
the handgun. The Youth Handgun Safe
ty Act makes it illegal for anyone to 
sell or transfer a handgun to a minor, 
and it makes it illegal for the minor to 
possess the handgun. There are several 
exceptions for hunting, target practice, 
or instruction in the safe use of hand
guns while under the supervision of an 
adult, but beyond that, youths would 
not be permitted to have handguns. In 

other words, this bill makes the. Fed
eral law more meaningful, and provides 
minors with a real incentive to get rid 
of their handguns. 

This idea of prohibiting possession by 
minors has a broad base of support. For 
instance, in my State, the attorney 
general supports the idea as does the 
local district attorney, the police chief, 
and the sheriff. These are the people on 
the front lines of this issue, and they 
have seen first hand the devastating ef
fects of handguns on our children and 
by our children. 

Several weeks ago U.S. Attorney 
General Janet Reno visited my district 
to discuss the issue of guns and vio
lence. She emphasized that parents and 
families are the first line of defense 
against kids turning to guns and vio
lence. I think we all can agree that an 
involved and concerned family is the 
ideal situation for our youths, and 
where it is possible we should encour
age that scenario. The Youth Safety 
Act does encourage this parental re
sponsibility, and community/adult re
sponsibility in general. Equally impor
tant, it makes youths responsible for 
their own actions. I hope all my col
leagues will carefully consider their 
own responsibility to their constitu
ents, both young and old, and join us to 
work to keep guns away from kids. 

STOP HIGH SCHOOL "HONOR" 
SCAMS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. STARK] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. STARK. Madam Speaker, all of 
us are familiar with some the many 
groups which bring high school stu
dents to Washington, DC, to learn 
about the Federal Government and the 
lawmaking process. 

What many do not realize, however, 
is that some of these groups use slick 
marketing and organizational arrange
ments to make a healthy profit off 
these students and their parents. 

For example, the Congressional 
Youth Leadership Council [CYLC] in 
1991 grossed more than $6.3 million 
with 98 percent of that coming from 
tuition fees. The National Charities In
formation Bureau has reviewed the 
CYLC and questions whether the CYLC 
is really a charity or merely a pro
motional device. 

Senator METZENBAUM explains in a 
speech on page S6267 of the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD for May 20, 1993, exactly 
how the CYLC, a 501(C)(3) organization, 
manages to keep its profits and non
profit status by transferring them to a 
for-profit company. His remarks are 
quite enlightening. 

For example, the Congressional 
Youth Leadership Council [CYLC], a 
nonprofit institution, grossed more 
than $6.3 million in 1991. In its direct 
mailings, the CYLC leads parents to 

believe that their child is one of "fewer 
than two percent of all secondary 
school students nationwide [who are] 
eligible to participate." However, 
CYLC recruits students by mail 
through a mailing list vendor, not 
GPA's. Several newspapers have re
ported that at least two D-average stu
dents and one expelled gang member 
are among those so honored. 

Although the CYLC charges a sub
stantial fee for tuition and expenses, 
visiting students stay in four person 
dormitory rooms and participate in 
many free activities like visiting the 
floor of the House. CYLC does not pro
vide scholarships to low-income youths 
and charges extra for some disability 
services like deaf interpreters. Ninety
eight percent of CYLC's revenue last 
year came from these tuition fees. 

Two years after CYLC started in 1985, 
the two founders of CYLC started Cap
ital Resources, a for-profit manage
ment and marketing company which 
they own and operate. Capital Re
sources last year received over 90 per
cent of each student's fee as well as a 
monthly, $7,000 management fee 
charged to CYLC. The National Char
ities Information Bureau called this ar
rangement "a clear conflict of inter
est" and questions whether the CYLC 
is "really a charity of merely a pro
motional device." 

Today Congressman GUNDERSON and I 
are introducing a bill identical to legis
lation sponsored by Senators METZEN
BAUM and DOLE. It would require pro
grams to disclose certain important in
formation to parents before accepting 
payment. The programs would disclose: 
the method of solicitation and selec
tion of participants, the per-student 
costs for food, lodging, transportation, 
and administrative expenses, and the 
relationship to any other business en
tity providing these services. 

Finally the bill would make clear 
that these programs may not discrimi
nate against students based on race, 
disability, or low income. 

I hope my colleagues will join us in 
this bipartisan effort to provide par
ents the information they need to 
make sure that these honor programs 
are not taking advantage of their sons 
and daughters. 

The text of the following article ti
tled "No Sacred Cows," from Common 
Cause Magazine explains some of the 
current abuses. 

No SACRED Cows 
Every year thousands of high school stu

dents from across the country get classy
looking invites to travel to their nation's 
capital and see how their government works. 
The honor comes with a price tag: $730 for a 
six-day tour and $1,260 for the deluxe 11-day 
program-plus air fare, lunches and 
incidentals. 

What the honored students don't see-and 
something that their parents, who usually 
pay their way, might find more interesting 
than the standard "how a bill becomes a 
law" lecture-is how some tour groups work. 
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Take the Congressional Youth Leadership 

Council (CYLC), for example . Its certified
mail "nominating" papers have informed re
cipients they were exceptional students who 
had been chosen, along with 350 others from 
across the country, to represent their states 
as " Congressional Scholars" at a "very spe
cial week" in Washington. The letters didn't 
tell them they would be among 9,000 students 
attending one of 24 " special" tour weeks a 
year conducted by CYLC, that it had rented 
their names and addresses from a national 
survey firm or, according to press reports, 
that at least two D-average students and one 
expelled gang member are among those so 
" honored. " Each year the council sends out 
more than 100,000 letters to students. 

A lot of the money coming in to CYLC is 
passed on to the for-profit National Capital 
Resources (NCR), a management and mar
keting firm. NCR is run by Richard Rossi 
and Barbara Harris, the founders of CYLC 
and, until recently its officers and 40 percent 
of its board of directors. Harris still serves 
on the board. NCR's sole function until re
cently was to manage and market CYLC's 
programs. It now has " one other major cli
ent," according to CYLC Executive Director 
John Hines: the nonprofit National Youth 
Leadership Forum, a similar program also 
founded by Harris and Rossi. 

A bill recently introduced by Sen. Howard 
Metzenbaum (D-Ohio) and cosponsored by 
Minority Leader Robert Dole (R-Kan.) would 
require groups like CYLC, the Close Up 
Foundation, Presidential Classroom For 
Young Americans and Washington-Workshop 
to explain how participating students were 
chosen and how their money is spent. 

What's behind the bill, which would impose 
a sort of truth-in-advertising requirement on 
the democracy-in-action business, is a com
bination of what Sen. Dole catted "question
able recruiting practices" by CYLC and no 
small amount of senatorial embarrassment. 
The resulting legislation is a consumer pro
tection measure that would also give mem
bers of Congress more information about or
ganizations that use their names. 

For years CYLC has persuaded members of 
Congress to "preside" on its "honorary con
gressional board of advisors." Dole and 
Metzenbaum, along with more than half of 
their colleagues, signed on; the council's re
cent mailings refer to "the over 270 mem
bers" of its honorary congressional board by 
name. 

But after Dole learned of CYLC's recruit
ing practices he disassociated himself from 
the organization and wrote a "Dear col
league" letter urging other members of Con
gress to do the same. Decrying the group's 
"audacity to blatantly deceive a member of 
Congress," Dole said "its misleading prac
tices persist[ed]" even after it had assured 
him otherwise. 

Faced with Dole's objections and pending 
legislation, CYLC has begun to mend its 
ways. As director John Hines puts it, "There 
was a chance some people would have gotten 
the wrong idea" about the council's pro
gram. Dole now says minor changes to 
CYCL's materials have "resolved [his) con
cerns," but Metzenbaum remains troubled by 
CYLC's business practices. 

According to its 1991 tax return, CYLC 
grossed more than $6.3 million that year, 
with 98 percent of that coming from student 
" tuition." In an interview, Hines says that 
"about 60 percent of students' tuition is 
consumed directly while they're" in Wash
ington, while the remaining 40 percent fi
nances CYLC's "program preparation, over
head" and the like. 

Metzenbaum's bill, the Educational Orga
nizations Disclosure Act of 1993, would re
quire CYLC and similar organizations to dis
close how students are selected and provide 
them (and Congress) with a breakdown of 
how their fees are spent. It also would pro
hibit discrimination on the basis of physical 
disability or inability to pay. 

"We don ' t have any problem with the bill ," 
Hines says, "but Sen. Metzenbaum's staff 
seems to believe we're doing something 
wrong over here. And we don 't understand 
that." 

THE CRIME CONTROL ACT OF 1993 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM] 
is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Speaker, 
every year nearly 5 million people in 
the United States are victims of vio
lent crime. The amount of violent 
crime has increased 531 percent since 
1960, yet violent criminals are serving 
shorter sentences. Studies show the ex
pected punishment for committing a 
serious crime has tumbled by two
thirds since the 1950's. Our prisons are 
overcrowded, violent criminals are 
serving only fractions of their sen
tences and are preying on our citizenry 
again and again, and terrorists and 
criminal aliens are making a mockery 
of our laws and threatening order in 
our society. This must be reversed. 

As chairman of the House Republican 
Leadership Task Force on Crime, in 
early August I introduced a com
prehensive new crime bill H.R. 2872 en
titled the "Crime Control Act of 1993." 
This legislation proposes a complete 
overhaul of our Federal criminal jus
tice system and is designed to develop 
a partnership with States to restore 
certainty and swiftness of punishment 
to our criminal justice system and to 
lock up violent criminals. 

One of the biggest problems with 
crime in America today is that con
victed criminals are not serving their 
full sentences. Early release dates and 
high recidivism are costing America 
millions of dollars a year in addition to 
the tremendous physical and emotional 
harm of the crimes. 

According to the Bureau of Justice 
Statistics, an analysis of release prac
tices in 36 States in 1988, and it's worse 
now, shows violent offenders served an 
average of just 37 percent of the time 
sentenced. Fifty-one percent of the vio
lent offenders in this survey were dis
charged from prison in 2 years or less; 
76 percent in 4 years or less. Under 
these conditions deterrence does not 
exist in the criminal justice system 
and incapacitation of the truly dan
gerous criminals is rare. 

While, increased jail time is expen
sive, doing nothing is more expensive. 
The average cost per inmate in State 
prisons is $25,000 per year. However, a 
recent Rand Corp. survey found that 
the average career criminal commits 

between 187 and 287 crimes per year, 
with each crime costing society an av
erage of $2,300. Calculated out, that 
means an estimated cost of not keeping 
a career criminal behind bars is 
$430,000, or $405,000 more than the an
nual costs of imprisonment. 

The answer is clear, we must lock up 
career criminals arid keep them locked 
up. To take a big step toward accom
plishing this goal, a key provision of 
the Republican crime bill provides $3 
billion over 3 years to establish a sys
tem of regional prisons for housing 
State-convicted violent and serious 
drug trafficking criminals based on an 
unprecedented State/Federal partner
ship. The partnership agreement will 
establish a cost-sharing arrangement 
for the construction and operation of 
the regional prisons with the States 
providing a minimum of 50 percent of 
the overall costs. States that are seri
ous about fighting crime and punishing 
violent criminals, and are attempting 
to address the overpopulation problem 
on their own will be eligible to enter 
into a partnership with the Federal 
Government for the establishment of a 
regional prison. 

CONDITIONS OF STATE PARTICIPATION 

State participation is conditioned on 
State compliance witli: First, manda
tory minimum sentences of 10 years for 
persons who are convicted of a serious 
felony and are subsequently convicted 
of a crime of violence involving the use 
of a firearm or a crime of violence in
volving a sexual assault; second, a 
truth-in-sentencing policy under which 
offenders serve no less than 85 percent 
of the sentence imposed for crimes of 
violence and serious drug trafficking 
offenses; third, pretrial detention; and 
fourth, challenges to court decrees lim
iting prison populations. 

PRISONER ELIGIBILITY 

Prisoner eligibility requirements 
have been established to assure that 
the regional prisons house the most 
violent, career criminals. An eligible 
State may send prisoners convicted of 
State crimes to the regional prison if: 
First, the prisoner has been convicted 
of not less than two crimes of violence 
or serious drug trafficking offenses and 
then commits a crime of violence in
volving the use of a firearm or a crime 
of violence involving a sexual assault; 
or second, the prisoner is an illegal 
alien convicted of a felony offense pun
ishable by more than 1 year's imprison
ment. 

To help States meet their share of 
the costs and to build more prisons of 
their own, the bill adds correctional fa
cilities to the list of tax-exempt 
projects for which private activity 
bonds may be used and exempts prison 
construction from the Davis-Bacon 
Act. Because of its importance I have 
introduced this prison portion as a sep
arate bill, H.R. 2892, as well as incor
porating it in the comprehensive legis
lation. 
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The overall funding mechanism for 

this act provides $7 .54 billion over 5 
years and covers the $3 billion for re
gional prisons for 1994-96. The spending 
in this legislation is fully paid for by 
cutting Federal administrative over
head expenses across the board by 5 
percent, and by capping administrative 
overhead expenses under university re
search grants at 90 percent of current 
levels. These funding sources provide 
enough funding not only to establish 
the regional prisons, but also to put 
more than 20,000 new cops on the 
street, pay for the 3,000 new Border Pa
trol officers and 1,000 INS criminal in
vestigators, and the other new initia
tives in the bill. Cities and States can
not afford unfunded mandates and the 
American taxpayer cannot afford pro
grams that add to the deficit. 

Every evening Americans tune into 
TV news programs and hear stories of 
violent crimes committed by repeat of
fenders who should not have been out 
on the street in the first place. Ameri
cans are fed up with this breakdown of 
the criminal justice system. The re
gional prison plan goes a long way to
ward addressing this problem by allow
ing the Federal Government to work 
with the States in a unique partnership 
to provide adequate prison space to 
house the truly dangerous, career 
criminals. The regional prison system 
is our best chance of being able to lock 
up violent criminals and throw away 
the key. 

0 1900 
The regional prison system is not the 

only matter that we need to be ad
dressing. The bill is very comprehen
sive. There are a lot of other problems 
that are there. 

'But in my State of Florida, for exam
ple, one of the great reasons why those 
crimes were committed against tour
ists that got all the notoriety was the 
fact that each and every one of those 
who have been accused or been listed as 
suspects for those crimes had commit
ted previous violent crimes and were 
back out on the street again because of 
the system overcrowding and not hav
ing enough space and letting people out 
early. It is a very, very important part 
of this. 

This evening I am joined by several 
of my colleagues who want to discuss 
aspects of this. 

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING
STON]. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Florida for 
yielding to me. 

I want to congratulate him for tak
ing out this special order and also for 
taking the initiative to formulate H.R. 
2872, the Crime Control Act of 1993. 
. I am especially pleased to hear that 

he has also got a companion bill, H.R. 
2892, which would presumably pay for 
additional prison space and pay for ad-

ditional policemen and investigators 
out on the street. 

I am reminded of the fact that I 
spoke with the U.S. attorney, just only 
a matter of weeks ago, the last couple 
of weeks, and was told that it is cur
rent policy by this Justice Department 
under this administration, which has 
just made great fanfare from the intro
duction of the administration's crime 
package, but all of that notwithstand
ing, the current U.S. attorney's offices 
all around this country are under a 9 
percent cutback in appropriations. 
That is to say, that is not a legislative 
cutback; it is a scale back administra
tively that is coming out of the Office 
of Management and Budget. And U.S. 
attorneys all over this country are cur
rently being told that they have to not 
lay off people necessarily but not fill 
slots as they become vacant, which 
means they have become smaller orga
nizations. 

As much as I am in favor of cutting 
back the role of government in so 
many other areas, as the gentleman 
has abundantly testified, Florida 
knows the problems of violent crime, 
and all of us in this country know the 
danger and ha voe that is wreaked by 
violent crime, yet we are finding that 
the law enforcement agencies of the 
Federal Government are being cur
tailed, restricted and reduced because 
of this administration cutting them 
back. 

Not only that, but their criminal bill 
that the President talked so much 
about in August does not have any pro
visions in it of any significance for the 
building of new prison space or addi
tional policemen on the streets. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Speaker, re
claiming my time, on that bill they 
made a good speech about it, but they 
have yet to produce the actual docu
ment for us to look at either. I think 
that was done to try to make the im
pression that action was going on. But 
as far as I know, the administration 
has yet to come forward. 

I hope they do. I hope that when they 
produce it, they produce something 
much tougher than what was outlined 
in that speech you are describing. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Evidently, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, they 
have discovered that the American peo
ple are desperately concerned about 
the increase in violent crime in this 
country. They wanted to talk about 
remedies that they have in mind to 
deal with it, but in reality, they are 
cutting back on the law enforcement 
facilities available to them, both in 
terms of prosecution, presumably in 
courts, certainly in terms of manpower 
on the street for police and investiga
tors and the like and, at the same 
time, not providing any additional 
prison space. So I hope that they start 
matching their rhetoric with some ac
tion, but right now it does not look 
go9d for the field of law enforcement. 

I want to tell the gentleman further 
that I appreciate his indulgence. I in
troduced earlier this year H.R. 93, the 
Life Imprisonment for Egregious Re
cidivist Acts. That is an acronym for 
the LIFER bill. 

Basically, it is a very simple bill that 
will tell criminals around the country 
that you can commit one violent crime 
and you can commit the second violent 
crime, if they are felonies, but on the 
third one, you are going to go to pris
on. If you had been sentenced under the 
previous ones and if this one sends you 
to prison for the third time, you will 
never see the light of day outside of 
prison again. The Government, if this 
bill is passed with this provision in it, 
would simply tell you, take a long va
cation. You are not coming back. We 
do not need you anymore. 

The gentleman touched on some sta
tistics. I am going to introduce all of 
my statement into the RECORD, be
cause I know that there may be a 
shortage of time, but I would like to 
just touch on these statistics to elabo
rate on what the gentleman has al
ready said. 

0 1910 
Sixty-four percent of all criminals 

arrested for violent offenses had one or 
more prior felony arrests before the 
one in which he was picked up. 

In a national study of youth ages 11 
to 17- and certainly this might include 
the 13-year-old who was picked up for 
that killing of an English tourist in 
Tallahassee-but in a study of those 
youngsters, the 7 percent who were the 
most active offenders committed about 
125 crimes per year each, and I know 
they indicated that that 13-year-old 
who killed that Englishman in Florida 
had been picked up between 53 and 56 
times before that outrageous killing. 

In a study of more than half of all 
prisoners released in 1993, approxi
mately 5 percent of the prisoners had 
been charged with 45 or more offenses 
before and after their release. A study 
found that the most active 10 percent 
of robbers committed more than 85 rob
beries per year, and that the most ac
tive 10 percent of burglars committed 
more than 232 burglaries per year. 

A California study of males born in 
1956 showed that a small percentage 
were responsible for a disproportionate 
share of all of the arrests for ages 18 to 
29. Specifically, 6.6 percent of the juve
niles studied were responsible for 72 
percent of all of the crimes leading up 
to the arrests. 
· A National Institute for Justice sur
vey of inmates in three different States 
showed they averaged between 187 to 
287 crimes per year. Ten percent of the 
inmates in this group each committed 
more than 600 crimes annually, ill us
tra ting that hardened, habitual crimi
nals can be one-person crime waves. 

Again, I would like to compliment 
the gentleman for coming forth with 
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this bill. I know that the Republicans 
are outnumbered, and that if it is just 
left up to Republicans, this bill prob
ably does not have a chance of passage 
unless we get bipartisan support. 

I think that what you are touching 
on is an issue that is so acute, so ter
ribly important and critical to the sur
vival of every man, woman, and child 
in America, it really should not be 
treated by the majority in partisan 
terms. 

The good po in ts of this bill-and 
frankly, I think they are all good· 
points-should be taken and incor
porated into the President's bill, and if 
he wants to add lots of provisions of his 
own, fine, have at them. 

Let us not talk about solving crime 
when people are getting murdered 
throughout their communities on a 
daily and nightly basis, on an hourly 
basis, if you will. Let us actually pass 
the laws that are necessary to take 
people off the streets if they are going 
to intrude on the rights of their neigh
bors, if they are going to do violence to 
them, and certainly if they are going 
to threaten them throughout their 
lives. 

Your bill, in my opinion, does address 
many of these problems. There are 
probably others that could be ad
dressed. 

I welcome a bipartisan support from 
the administration, from the Presi
dent, but let us not say that we are 
solving crime and then cut back the 
U.S. attorney's office. Let us not say 
that we are solving crime and- then 
come up with a government reorganiza
tion program that merges DEA, FBI, 
Border Patrol, and ATF into just one 
big megopolis of a law enforcement 
agency, as unfortunately that is what 
is called for by Vice President AL 
GORE. 

Let us not just move around the 
chairs on the deck of the Titanic. Let 
us actually pass laws with teeth in 
them, that take the violent criminals 
off the street and put them away for 
good. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Reclaiming my 
time, and I hope the gentleman does 
not walk away, because I would like to 
engage him a little bit about this, I 
think one of the really important 
things he has contributed is the bill he 
just described. It is part of this com
prehensive Republican proposal. 

The gentleman is right on the money 
when he says we are not going to pass 
this bill freestanding. It is really a bill 
that we put in the comprehensive one 
that included your proposed legisla
tion, and the regional prisons that I 
said, and really a whole lot more. It is 
really just laying out the outline of 
suggestions that I have. 

We do not have the votes. We cannot 
do that on our own, but when the 
President does put forward his bill, like 
you, I believe, certainly, and I think all 
of our colleagues believe it would be 

good to see some of what we have done 
in his bill. 

We hope we can reach a bipartisan 
product. Nobody thinks crime is a par
tisan issue. It is not. However, we do 
see an alarming statement or two com
ing out in addition to the cutbacks you 
described in the U.S. attorney's office 
and the comments with regard to what 
we are going to do down the road about 
merging agencies. 

I have seen some comments from 
some administration folks recently 
that they are interested in abolishing 
minimum mandatory sentences, doing 
things that maybe around the edges, in 
one or two instances may be justified, 
but by and large, if done on a large 
scale, and particularly if done regard
ing these violent criminals and career 
criminals, would be counterproductive. 

I, just like you, I am sure, would 
agree, Mr. LIVINGSTON, want to get at 
the social issues that cause some of 
this, but crime, violent crime, is so bad 
you cannot get at that in our cities 
until we clean them up. 

What business is going to go into 
New Orleans, your home town, or Or
lando, mine, or that of the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. RAMSTAD], Min
neapolis, or anybody else's city and put 
a new market, a new business in there 
with this much violent crime? We have 
to take these really bad people off the 
streets, lock them up, and throw away 
the key. That is what you are talking 
about. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. If the gentleman 
will yield, he is absolutely right. If we 
cannot protect people in their own 
homes or their own businesses or their 
children when they go to school, then 
frankly, we as a society have failed our 
citizens. We can do all of these other 
things: We can send our troops off to 
war in all these forgotten places, and 
save people from hunger or from ty
rants in other corners of the world, but 
when our own citizens are being sub
jected to terror at the hands of tyrants 
right here in this country and we are 
doing an inadequate job of defending 
them from those oppressors in their 
own neighborhoods, then frankly, ev
erything we do in this Chamber all 
year long is worth nothing. 

We have to change the attitude. I 
know that the social dogma showed by 
this Attorney General, and I quote her, 
she says, "My highest priority is not to 
convict criminals but rather, to pro
tect their rights," I am sorry, but the 
social dogma has not worked. 

In my opinion, we have to start 
thinking about the rights of the vic
tims, not the criminals. We have to 
start socking them away. We can give 
them due process. We have learned how 
to do that. We can give them all of the 
adequate defenses they need as they go 
to trial, and protect them during trial, 
and protect them once they are incar
cerated in prison, but we should not 
simply blame ourselves for the fact 

that other people are infringing on the 
rights and liberties and freedom and 
life of others. 

It is not my fault, it is not your 
fault, that some people are just flat
out mean, rotten criminals. If that is 
what they want to be, then we ought to 
put them in jail and leave them there. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. I do not know if the 
gentleman saw, it was a late night the 
other evening last week where I saw 
one of these talk shows where two 
guests were on the show being ques
tioned. They were young women. One 
of them was a member of one of the big 
gangs in Los Angeles, and the other 
was supposedly a member of the other. 

They talked about how they mur
dered more than 30 people each, so they 
claim. They may not have done that, 
that could have been exaggeration, but 
just listening to them that night was 
chilling, to hear these relatively young 
people, I would guess both of them 
were under 20, probably teenagers, who 
are just totally imbued with this idea 
and do not seem to have a moral sense 
about them at all. 

I do not know that we can reform 
those people. I do not know that you 
can put that type of person who has 
gone that far into a setting in society 
where you can expect a chance to put 
the person back on the street once they 
are locked up. I hope some day any
body that commits that many crimes 
is locked up and locked up for good. 

Of course, there are people that could 
be reformed, but not that hardened 
group. 

Mr. LIVINGSTON. It is going to take 
generations to go back to the tradi
tional values that made this a great 
country and imbue our children as they 
are growing up with a sense of identity, 
with a sense of worth, and with an un
derstanding of what human life really 
is. 

Unfortunately, we are raising a large 
portion, a much larger portion than I 
would ever like to acknowledge, of 
youngsters who, frankly, are growing 
up without any care whatsoever for the 
dignity of human life. All of the soci
ologists standing in line from here to 
the moon are not going to change that 
fact. 

We have to deal with the crime as it 
is in the streets today, and that means 
taking the hardcore criminals off .the 
streets so that the innocent people can 
live. 

Mr. Speaker, for the RECORD, I in
clude some background information on 
the LIFER legislation: 

H.R. 93 is the Life Imprisonment for Egre
gious Recidivists Act of 1992 or, for short, 
LIFER. 

LIFER targets only hardened, violent crimi
nals who will be removed permanently from 
society through life imprisonment. 

LIFER has the support of va.rious citizen's 
anticrime groups including: Americans Against 
Crime headed by Candy Lightner the founder 
of MADD; and the Law Enforcement Alliance 
of America. 
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Clinton's very political Attorney General, 

Janet Reno, often promotes criminal rights 
over those of victims. She has been quoted as 
saying: "My highest priority is not to convict 
criminals but rather to protect their rights." 

On the other hand, LIFER promotes the 
rights of victims over those of career criminals. 

LIFER is very simple and straightforward. It 
is based on the sound premise that since a 
very small percentage of violent felons commit 
the lion's share of all violent crime, we can 
have a profound impact on the prevalence of 
violent crime simply by removing this select 
group of felons from society. For example, just 
6 percent of all violent offenders commit a full 
70 percent of violent crimes. Furthermore, 
there is a 76-percent recidivism rate among 
those with three or more convictions. 

LIFER would remove this select group of 
violent felons from society by imposing a man
datory life sentence on anyone convicted of a 
Federal violent felony if that person has two or 
more prior violent felonies-State or Federal
on his/her record. In other words, three strikes 
and you are out-for life. LIFER would not su
persede judicial discretion in those rare in
stances where the death penalty is warranted. 

Some within our criminal justice system 
place great stock in rehabilitation, but the 
wealth of evidence indicates that hardened, 
career criminals do not benefit from rehabilita
tion. Once these folks are far gone enough to 
make violent crime a habit, they will keep 
preying on our families again and again unless 
we stop them. I have a wealth of statistics 
supporting this point. Following are some of 
them: 

First, 64 percent of all those arrested for a 
violent offense had one or more prior felony 
arrests. 

Second, in a national study of youths age 
11 to 17, the 7 percent who were the most ac
tive offenders committed about 125 crimes per 
year each. 

Third, in a study of more than half of all 
prisoners released in 1983, approximately 5 
percent of the prisoners had been charged 
with 45 or more offenses before and after their 
release. 

Fourth, a study found that the most active 
1 O percent of robbers committed more than 85 
robberies per year and that the most active 1 O 
percent of burglars committed more than 232 
burglaries per year. 

Fifth, a California study of males born in 
1956 showed that a small percentage were re
sponsible for a disproportionate share of all ar
rests for ages 18 to 29. Specifically, 6.6 per
cent of juveniles studied were responsible for 
72 percent of all the arrests. · 

Sixth, a National Institute for Justice survey 
of inmates in 3 States showed they averaged 
between 187 and 287 crimes per year; 1 O per
cent of the inmates in this group each commit
ted more than 600 crimes annually illustrating 
that hardened, habitual criminals can be 1 per
son crime waves. 

LIFER promotes the rights of victims over 
those of career criminals. And at a time when 
urban revitalization is finally receiving the at
tention it so richly deserves, I must emphasize 
that LIFER would have the greatest beneficial 
effect on poor, city residents who are victims 
of violent crime at a rate of 65 per 1 ,000, 
nearly twice the rate of the average city resi-

dent. A wealth of Government and privately 
funded studies support the idea that a small 
percentage of criminals commit the majority of 
violent crime. Let us put these people in jail 
and support the McCollum anticrime bill. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. I have taken too much time. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. I will reclaim it in 
order to yield to the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. RAMSTAD]. If the gen
tleman from Louisiana wants to stay 
around, we appreciate having him here, 
and appreciate him taking the time. 

D 1920 
Mr. RAMSTAD. I thank the gen

tleman from Florida for yielding, and 
certainly applaud the leadership he has 
provided, and I also applaud the com
ments of the gentleman from Louisi
ana. In fact, Edmund Burke said that 
the basic obligation of government is 
to protect people in their homes and 
neighborhoods. And our government is 
failing the American people, failing 
them badly in this basic obligation of 
government where we have government 
with scores, as the gentleman from 
Florida illustrated, of Americans mur
dered on our city streets each and 
every night, with a woman being raped 
in America every 4 minutes. No other 
civilized society in history has toler
ated that kind of violence against 
women; 5 million Americans are vic
timized each and every year by crime, 
gangs ruling the streets of our country. 

I, too, have been very disappointed 
with the administration's lack of lead
ership on this issue. A year ago, during 
the St. Louis Presidential debate, Mr. 
Clinton said, "The crime bill will be 
one of my highest priorities in January 
if I become President." Well, he be
came President. Today is September 21, 
8 months since the new administration 
assumed office. We still do not have the 
introduction of a crime bill on the part 
of the administration. 

Mr. McCOLL UM. If I may reclaim my 
time on that point, I did the radio re
sponse to the President's Labor Day 
weekend address, and I listened very 
carefully to his 5-minute message that 
day. He had three things listed as pri
orities for the fall, and crime was not 
one of them. And I think the gen
tleman is making an excellent point. 
This administration needs to put crime 
much higher up in its priority list. 

I continue to yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

The one mandate I believe the Amer
ican people voted for was to end 
gridlock, and when it comes to crime 
legislation we still have that gridlock, 
as the gentleman · from Louisiana 
pointed out, the problem of passing any 
of the elements, regardless of their 
merits, in our crime bill. This should 
not be a partisan issue. We need to 
take off our Republican hats, and take 
off our Democrat hats, roll up · our 

sleeves, and work together in a prag
matic, common-sense, comprehensive 
way to address the problems of violent 
crime in America. The people of Amer
ica deserve nothing less. 

But it is obviously difficult to pass a 
bill that has not been introduced. We 
do not have an administration bill. We 
do not have a Democrat bill. The only 
thing we have to deal with right now 
legislatively is a Republican crime bill 
that has been introduced. 

I want to take this opportunity to 
renew my offer to the President and to 
you, Madam Speaker, to work with 
your side of the aisle to formulate and 
pass a strong, bipartisan anticrime bill. 
I hope it includes the elements that the 
gentleman from Florida discussed, as 
well as the gentleman from Louisiana. 
There are three violent crimes, three 
violent felonies that should result in 
life imprisonment. Certainly in that bi
partisan spirit, Madam Speaker, I ask 
you not to dismiss these innovative 
proposals in the Republican crime bill. 
These proposals can be supported by 
many Members on the other side of the 
aisle. Many of the elements should be 
noncontroversial. There is no room for 
partisanship when it comes to crime. 
People are getting killed, people are 
getting raped, people are getting ad
dicted to drugs. 

There are two proposals that I have 
introduced, and I thank the gentleman 
from Florida as well as the gentleman 
from Louisiana for their tutelage and 
their support on these and other issues. 
Their leadership has truly been out
standing. 

The two proposals that I have intro
duced to the crime bill fall within the 
nonpartisan category, I strongly be
lieve. The first is the Jacob Wetterling 
Crimes Against Children Act which 
would require convicted child sex of
fenders and abductors to register with 
police for 10 years after their release 
from prison. This bill came from my 
home State of Minnesota as a result of 
an abduction of a young boy named 
Jacob Wetterling who has not yet been 
found, and thanks to the tireless ef
forts of his mother, Patty Wetterling, 
who walked these Halls of Congress, 
who walked the halls of the Minnesota 
legislature, this bill is now before this 
body. 

The Department of Justice reports 
over 114,000 nonfamily child abductions 
every year in this country. We need to 
pass this act, because child sex offend
ers repeat their· crimes again and again 
to the point of compulsion. In fact, the 
National Center for Missing and Ex
ploited Children reports that 74 percent 
of imprisoned offenders had one or 
more prior convictions for a sexual as
sault against a child. Listen to this. 
The typical child sex offender in Amer
ica molests 117 children before being 
apprehended and convicted the first 
time, 117 young victims. So certainly 
there is justification for this bill, for 
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keeping track of these pedophiles, 
these convicted child sex offenders 
after their release from prison. As 
many as 22 States already have reg
istration statutes, but State law en
forcement officials have told me, as 
well as the FBI has told me that they 
need this national registration because 
of the obvious ability to cross inter
state lines, and given the mobility of 
our population today. 

The second bill that I would like to 
describe very briefly, which also should 
be noncontroversial, which also deals 
with children and crimes against chil
dren is called the Assaults Against 
Children Act. That is also included in 
our Republican crime bill. This would 
close a very serious gap in the Federal 
crime abuse law. 

This was brought to me by the 
former U.S. Attorney for Minnesota, 
Tom Heffelfinger, as a result of several 
cases on Indian reservations back home 
in Minnesota. Currently in order for 
child abuse to be considered a felony in 
Federal court, the injuries to the child 
must be permanent or protracted. Whip 
marks, cigarette burns, and even bro
ken bones do not reach this threshold. 
So the federal prosecutor can only 
charge simple assault which carries a 
3-month penalty, so most of the cases 
are not papered. So there is a big gap 
between a 3-month misdemeanor and a 
5-year felony for child assault or as
saults against children. 

There is no protection, in a nutshell, 
for the vast majority of Federal child 
abuse cases which fall in the middle. 
But this provision in our crime bill 
would close this .gap by providing a 
maximum of 5 years imprisonment for 
assaults to children which result in 
substantial bodily injury like cigarette 
burns to the face, which I have seen 
cases of, or broken bones and other bla
tant examples of child abuse. 

Madam Speaker, let me just conclude 
by saying the Jacob Wetterling bill, 
which now has 52 cosponsors, and the 
child abuse bill which has 33 cospon
sors, nearly half of these cosponsors 
are from the other side of the aisle, and 
I am pleased to state that bipartisan 
cooperation and to see that spirit of bi
partisanship. Again, I only hope we can 
address all of the elements of a com
prehensive crime bill in this bipartisan 
way. 

We do have an opportunity to pass a 
tough, comprehensive crime bill, and 
we have an obligation to at least pass 
those provisions on which all of us can 
agree, and which are so desperately 
needed and demanded by the American 
people. 

Madam Speaker, the Republicans 
have put out comprehensive crime bill 
on the table. It is tough. It is fair. It is 
comprehensive. It does put victims' 
rights first. I urge my colleagues to 
give it the attention it deserves. let us 
work together to pass a comprehensive 
crime bill and get back to the basic ob-

ligation of government to protect the 
people in their homes and neighbor
hoods, because the American people de
serve nothing less. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. I certainly enjoyed 
listening to what the gentleman said, 
especially outlining those to proposals 
of his that are incorporated now in the 
comprehensive bill. The republican bill 
that we are talking about tonight, the 
big bill incorporates a number of inno
vative ideas that members have come 
up with and suggested to us. There is 
not any pride of authorship of one or 
two people. The gentleman from Min
nesota did author those two he de
scribed, and the gentleman from Lou
isiana authored the one he described. 
The regional prison concept was a col
lective effort that we authored, but 
there were a number of very significant 
provisions in the bill that we have not 
emphasized tonight. Perhaps if the gen
tleman can stay around for a little bit 
we can discuss a couple of them. You 
reminded me of one of them because 
yours deals with child abuse and 
pedophiles. We have some legislation I 
think that is really tough in there that 
the gentlewoman from .New York [Ms. 
MOLINARI] put into the bill, and gave to 
us as an idea on how to increase the op
portunities to get convictions for rape 
when women are abused. And I think in 
our society today violent crime, career 
criminals, crimes against children, 
crimes against women have got to be 
at the top of the list of the heinous 
crimes that are incredibly being al
lowed to go on out in the streets, and 
people are repeat offenders, or involved 
in getting back out and doing them 
again and again. That is the type of 
thing that more than anything else the 
American public senses needs to be ad
dressed. 

In addition to that, this bill deals 
with very diverse things. The issue of 
terrorism, closing some loopholes in 
the whole issue where we have political 
asylum, where people come in here at 
the international airports and are re
leased quickly into our society when 
they really should not be, just by 
claiming they will be persecuted if 
they go back to the country of their or
igin. And they are released because we 
do not have a way to detain them right 
now, and their hearings are set for 
hearing their cases later on down the 
road. They are given work cards, they 
are given Social Security cards, they 
are given drivers' licenses, and most of 
them never show up again. 

0 1930 

Well, a lot of those folks-I do not 
know what the percentage is and 
maybe "lot" is not a proper word, but 
I think any amount is too much. Quite 
a number are probably terrorists, prob
ably people here to do harm against us. 
We just have no way of knowing it. 
They come in here without going 
through the routine screening process 
and that has to stop. 

This legislation contains provisions 
that would have prescreening, screen
ing that would occur at the airports by 
specially trained asylum officers and 
ship people right back out again, as 
they should be shipped out. It is the 
subject of separate legislation also. 

Now we know that bombers in New 
York City in that World Trade Center 
bombing, we know at least one of them 
came in in that way. One fellow who 
did the shooting of the CIA offices 
overstayed his stay here in the United 
States claiming political asylum and 
would not have been here to do those 
crimes had he not been abusing those 
laws that exist on asylum and had 
there been a statute of limitations 
which has been proposed. 

In addition to the terrorist area, 
speaking of aliens, the bill addresses 
the issue of criminal aliens. Our jails 
have a very high percentage, some say 
upwards of 25 percent today, who are 
aliens. Some of them are here a long 
time, some of them a very short time; 
some of them are violent and some of 
them are not. But most Americans are 
chagrined at the thought that we are 
not immediately, after these people 
serve their sentences, deporting them 
which we should be doing. But our sys
tem has fallen down and they serve 
their sentences, they get back out 
again, and they commit crimes again. 
The bill addresses that. It also does 
something else. I suspect most people 
who hear this would say then why are 
we even letting them finish their sen
tences in the first place? Most aliens if 
they are not going to be a great threat 
to come back in again and commit 
crimes again frankly should be shipped 
outside again, shipped right back to 
the country of origin and deported be
fore they spend the taxpayer money in 
our prisons. 

Mr. LEWIS of Florida proposed that 
in some legislation. We incorporated 
that. 

There are a number of provisions like 
that that this bill does. I am sure the 
gentleman has some in mind that are 
broader than what we have described 
up to now. 

I would be glad to yield to the gen
tleman if he has comments on either 
these or some of the other provisions 
that are in the bill. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. I appreciate the gen
tleman yielding. 

Madam Speaker, certainly no Mem
ber of this body knows more about ter
rorism, or illegal aliens, than the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM]. I 
appreciate the gentleman's work in 
these areas. 

Certainly those elements of this bill 
are meritorious, deserve bipartisan 
support, and should be passed forth
with, given the recent problems in this 
country. 

I would like to just touch on the sub
ject mentioned by the gentleman with 
respect to violence against women and 
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his reference to the gentlewoman from 
New York [Ms. MOLINARI's] provisions 
dealing with violence against women. 

We all know that in the United 
States a woman is reported raped on 
the average of every 4 minutes and 
rape is the most, the most under
reported crime on the books. FBI esti
mates only 10 percent of all rapes, sex
ual assaults are reported. 

We have some provisions dealing 
with this to provide more resources for 
sexual violence centers, battered wom
en's shelters to deal with this problem. 
Also there are two other elements in 
this bill that I think are very impor
tant. 

The habeas corpus reform is ex
tremely important. Right now it costs 
the Government more to sentence an 
individual to death than to sentence 
that person to his or her life expect
ancy, to sentence them to life in pris
on, because of the cost of appeals. The 
average cost is $1.2 million to the tax
payers because of all the frivolous ap
peals. 

The habeas corpus reform is des
perately needed to give a person sen
tenced to death one appeal and to limit 
the time of that appeal. 

Also the extension of the death pen
alty is needed, in my judgment, when 
people commit violent, heinous crimes 
such as cop killings, such as mass mur
ders, on the playgrounds that we have 
seen in this country. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Reclaiming my 
time if we may discuss a couple of 
these, the gentleman raised two impor
tant areas. One of them, the habeas 
corpus area, is deeply disturbing in one 
respect because of comments that the 
President made in his press conference 
when he said he was going to have a 
crime bill coming that has not yet ar
rived. He indicated that Senator 
BIDEN's legislation on this subject was 
something that he embraced or sup
ported. 

Those of us--and the gentleman and I 
serve on the Committee on the Judici
ary-over the years we know that the 
reason that the crime bill 2 years ago 
did not become law is because of the 
type of provisions that are in this pro
posal in the other body, something this 
body created actually at one point and 
the majority wanted to do on the sub
ject of making it actually worse rather 
than better in terms of what the law 
provisions are in trying to end these 
endless appeals that these death row 
inmates have. 

In getting into what I understand of 
this, putting it as simply as can put it 
and the gentleman may amplify it, but 
my understanding of the problem is 
that the legislation the President 
seems to be supporting is that there 
are a number of Supreme Court deci
sions, U.S. Supreme Court decisions of 
recent years which tried to move in the 
direction of mitigating the problems 
with habeas corpus, trying to eliminate 

some of these unnecessary appeals and 
still preserve the right of the individ
ual criminal accused. 

I believe in a number of those in
stances the proposal that the President 
seems to be supporting would actually 
overturn those Supreme Court deci
sions and try some new language that 
has never been tried that looks to us 
and looks to the Association of State 
Attorneys across the country, who 
complain to me personally about this, 
as making it more difficult to get sen
tences carried out, than even exists 
today. And that is pretty bad as the 
gentleman described. Maybe the gen
tleman will like to amplify that, but 
that is my · understanding of this par
ticular problem and is what I believe is 
the problem with the President em
bracing this without even looking, ap
parently, at what we have in our bill 
which is quite different. 

I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. RAMSTAD. It is difficult to com

ment on a bill that does not exist. I am 
not certain, to be very candid, what 
the President's proposal is today on ha
beas corpus. We do not have the bill. 
Again I would renew my plea to the ad
ministration to introduce the bill. We 
need something on the table to deal 
with. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. That is right. 
Mr. RAMSTAD. It is well past Janu

ary now and we need a crime bill, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Reclaiming my 
time again, the gentleman mentioned 
the death penalties that need to be re
stored. That is something a lot of us 
have been trying to do for a long, long 
time. I doubt too many Americans 
fully appreciate the fact that I think 
since 1972 or 1973 there has been no 
Federal death penalty for virtually all 
crimes of a Federal nature. One or two 
that have passed, skyjacking, for ex
ample, a provision that I passed into 
law a few years ago on another area of 
crime. But for the most part the fact of 
the matter is that once the Supreme 
Court ruled all death penalties in the 
Nation were procedurally defective 
based on the manner in which the 
death penalty was being imposed, how 
instructions were being given to jurors, 
how courts were deciding, very tech
nical stuff. Once they threw out all of 
those death penalties of all of the 
States that had them and the Federal 
Government back in 1972 or 1973, the 
States that had the death penalty, 
every one of them has since then come 
back and enacted laws necessary to 
make the death penalty in their State 
constitutional. It was a little proce
dural technical thing that they needed 
to do. 

The U.S. Congress never has done 
that. We still have no death penalty for 
the assassination of the President of 
the United States, no death penalty for 
many of the crimes the gentleman was 
describing earlier. There are numerous 

crimes which previously we had the 
death penalty for, many of the crimes 
that the gentleman was describing ear
lier, that we do not have today if they 
are committed at the Federal level; as
sassination being the most dramatic 
example. But there are lots of others. 

While most crimes are committed at 
the State level, when one is committed 
at the Federal level that deserves the 
death penalty, certainly the public de
serves no less than to have this body 
conform and do its will. There are peo
ple who are opposed to that, members 
of this body and the other body who 
have for years tried to block that and 
procedurally and otherwise; they have 
so far been successful. Our Republican 
crime bill does resurrect this death 
penalty procedure properly and would 
allow that to be done, among other 
things. 

Also it contains a provision that I 
think the gentleman also concurs in, 
and that is that it would change the 
law to make it easier to get evidence in 
when somebody does the search and 
seizure. If a policeman goes and, today, 
gets a search warrant there is a provi
sion for a so-called good faith excep
tion to errors that he may make in car
rying out his search under that search 
warrant. The courts say you may 
admit that into evidence. But if he is 
in hot pursuit and legally otherwise 
getting evidence that he acquires along 
the way as a result of the search that 
he is doing in this hot pursuit of the 
criminal somewhere and he does not 
have a search warrant but everything 
else is all right, that same exception 
that allows the evidence in with a 
search warrant does not exist in the 
court system today for that evidence. 

We have been trying for years, just as 
with the death penalty restoration at 
the Federal level, to get that changed. 
This particular provision may be more 
significant than the death penalty 
issue. 

D 1940 
It goes to the same type of thing that 

the habeas corpus does, the endless ap
peals of State court convictions where 
you have crimes all across this coun
try. 

The same thing is true for this evi
dentiary rule. It is a Federal rule that 
the courts are imposing that keeps evi
dence out, but it is keeping evidence 
out in State courts. It is keeping evi
dence out at every level of crime, not 
just heinous capital cases, but in cases 
which involve those types of matters of 
any type of crime, whether it is a bur
glary, a robbery, an assault, whatever 
it might be. Those types of things 
should have been addressed a long time 
ago, and while we have highlighted pri
marily today in this special order the 
issue with respect to the case involving 
regional prisons, women's crimes, chil
dren's crimes, things of that nature, 
the one I am describing, the thing we 
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have just been talking about is very, 
very critical. 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Madam Speaker, if 
the gentleman will yield further, it is 
difficult to talk about violent crime 
without talking about drugs, as the 
gentleman well knows. 

Just Friday I met, as I do regularly 
with my Law Enforcement Advisory 
Committee, law enforcement officers, 
drug treatment people, experts, edu
cators, juvenile officers concerned with 
the crime problem and others, as they 
pointed out at that meeting, 85 to 90 
percent of all crime in America is asso
ciated directly or indirectly with the 
drug problem. 

I also applaud the efforts of the gen
tleman in the drug treatment area. We 
did have a comprehensive approach last 
year with the Shaw amendment to pro
vide more resources for drug treatment 
in America. 

It is alarming when we think that 
over the last 5 years 50 percent of the 
adult treatment facilities in America 
have closed, chemical dependency 
treatment facilities have closed. In the 
last 3 years, 60 percent of the adoles
cent treatment facilities in America 
have closed. 

We need to emphasize in this com
prehensive approach not only the law 
enforcement provisions, but also drug 
treatment and drug education. 

That is one thing I am very, very 
concerned about. 

Another thing I am concerned about, 
when I see the administra.tion cutting 
the Office of Drug Policy from 138, I be
lieve it was, a staff of 138 down to 25 
people. It tells me they are 
deprioritizing this problem. I believe 
that is something we need to work on. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Well, Madam 
Speaker, if I can reclaim my time on 
that point, I agree with the gentleman 
about the drug treatment issue. The 
war on drugs is a comprehensive type 
of thing. We have got to attack it on 
every front. I am as disturbed as the 
gentleman is by some of these things 
that are happening, or apparently hap
pening in that particular war on drugs. 

We are seeing, for example, the ad
ministration seemingly retreating 
from the whole policy of interdiction. 
There is an indication out there now 
that maybe this is no longer something 
that is effective. Maybe the military 
doing its little bit in this should not 
any longer be doing it and so forth. 

My judgment, and I think those in 
law enforcement who deal in this area, 
would say the same thing, that we can
not continue to sustain the successes 
we have had, and we have had some 
successes in the war on drugs, we have 
reduced the amount of growth in the 
use of drugs by our young people in our 
schools. We have not conquered it. It is 
still a tre~endous problem. It is still a 
problem that drives a lot of the others 
that we have with crime today, but we 
have sustained some successes in this 
area. 

We cannot anticipate that this de
gree of success will continue and that 
the rate of the use of drugs in this 
country will continue to be mitigated 
over the long haul unless we have a 
balanced approach to this problem of 
fighting the war on drugs. That in
cludes not only the drug treatment and 
the education programs which I think 
are strongly important to discourage 
use of these drugs, but it includes the 
type of criminal laws that are going to 
take the drug kingpins and those who 
sell drugs off the streets and lock them 
up for long periods of time if they sell 
large enough quantities, and indeed 
have the death penalty even further for 
those who traffic in very large quan
tities, and in addition to that have 
interdiction, have a program where we 
try to stop the drugs from coming into 
this country in the first place. 

That raises the price of drugs. That. 
makes it more expensive and more dif
ficult for people to be able to acquire 
them and to take away that tool and to 
say that, well, it is not working that 
well, drugs are still getting in here. Of 
course some are still getting in and, 
unfortunately, in large quantities. Peo
ple are always going to find ways to 
get around the ways that we have to 
try to stop them; but if we lesson our 
efforts in that regard, the price of 
drugs will go down. More narcotics will 
come in, usage will go up and the cost 
to American society will be greater, so 
that is a very significant problem that 
needs to be addressed. 

Madam Speaker, I yield to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER]. 

Mr. HUNTER. Madam Speaker, I 
thank my friend for yielding to me. 

I just want to thank the gentleman 
for what he has done in the leadership 
position in the House with respect to 
crime. 

I have watched the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM] over the years 
working on antidrug bills, many meas
ures of which that passed were his, 
were authored by him. I have watched 
him keep to this issue tenaciously. 

I watch now with respect that the 
gentleman has been putting this pack
age together and I just want the gen
tleman to know that many of us, I 
think on both sides of the aisle, appre
ciate the great work that the gen
tleman has been doing. We look for
ward to working with the gentleman 
trying to get this thing through in the 
next several months. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman. 

Reclaiming my time, I would like to 
close by discussing once again what we 
have been talking about in the big pic
ture, and that is in the early part of 
August I introduced as the head of a 
House Republican task force on crime a 
very comprehensive crime bill, a 
benchmark bill, in hopes that the gen
tlemen and gentlewomen on the other 
side of the aisle will come forward, as 

well as the administration, with some
thing of a comparable comprehensive 
nature in short order and that we can 
get together and produce a bipartisan 
comprehensive total crime bill that 
will address some of the most egregious 
problems the American public faces 
today. 

I know health care is a big issue out 
here right now. I understand that and I 
am involved in that and we all want to 
solve that problem. 

We understand the deficit problem 
that we have been battling all year and 
many of the other issues facing us; but 
most Americans want to be safe in 
their homes. They think about that, 
and whenever they see the type of 
crime we are seeing on the streets 
today with the murders in my home 
State of Florida of the tourists which 
are just illustrative, unfortunately, of 
many others that take place with 
American citizens around this Nation 
all the time, they and we alike all 
know that it is time, way past time 
that we passed this type of legislation. 

I would like to come back at the end 
and remind those of my colleagues who 
may be listening to this that the heart 
of this new bill, the new part in it, the 
part that is sort of highlighted in it 
has to do with the regional prison con
cept, a concept that involves partner
ships with the States where most of 
the crimes are committed, an effort in 
the instance of this bill to propose 
something new and different, some
thfog that would allow prison over
crowding in States to be alleviated. 
That is such a big problem. 

Crime after crime, major violent 
crimes in this country are being com
mitted each day and each night by peo
ple who have been released on the 
streets after having already committed 
some major violent crime or a whole 
series of them. They have no business 
being out there. They have no business 
being on the streets at all, but they are 
being released, and the statistics show 
that is not located in one or two 
States. That is nationwide as a prob
lem. 

We must address that problem. We 
must take the most violent criminals 
and simply lock them up for very long 
periods of time, make sure they serve 
their whole sentences, in essence throw 
away the keys for theses folks. Then 
and only then, once we get them off the 
streets, can we being to address the 
lesser crimes and begin to get the pro
grams in place that hopefully will stop 
this explosion of crime and get at the 
root causes and social problems that 
we have in our areas where they are 
fostering this type of immoral behav
ior; but until we take the bold step of 
getting these violent criminals off the 
streets, as the legislation in this bill 
proposes a method of doing with a re
gional prison system that the Federal 
Government cost shares with the 
States, until we do that there is no way 
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that we can address or begin to address 
the problem of the underlying causes. 
There is just too much violent crime 
and too many people out there, really 
bad people today, on our streets to 
begin to get at the other type of prob
lems until we do this. 

So again in conclusion, I want to say 
that I hope my colleagues, and the 
President, will look at this seriously. I 
am disappointed that it is not on his 
agenda as the No. 1 or 2 or 3 or 4 issue 
even this fall, and I hope that soon it 
will become one of those issues and 
that we can all sit down at the table ei
ther in the committees, or hopefully 
soon in a conference committee some
where, and work out the details to 
allow regional prisons to become a re
ality, to allow the laws and make sure 
the laws of the Federal Government 
are changed in ways that materially 
will lock more prisoners up and will 
help get at the root causes of crime at 
the same time. 

We must put certainty and swiftness 
of punishment back into our system. 
Otherwise, you have no deterrence, 
none whatsoever, and deterrence is the 
essence of criminal law. 

We can talk about reforming the 
criminal element, but the only way 
you are going to get rid of the basic 
hardcore crime is to streamline our 
system, have the minimum mandatory 
sentences, have the sentencing guide
lines, have certainty and determinate 
sentences and lock up the really bad 
ones and throw away the keys. 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate this 
opportunity to share my support for the Re
publican anticrime initiative. Crime in America 
is increasing at an alarming rate and the Unit
ed States has more crimes per capita than 
any other developed country. As murder rates, 
robberies, assaults, and property crimes soar, 
the American people need and deserve help 
in their fight to take back the streets. They 
need and deserve protection of a basic civil 
right, which is to live without fear. The Repub
licans have developed an innovative two
phase plan to reform and improve the criminal 
justice system. H.R. 2872, the Crime Control 
Act of 1993, is the first phase of the plan and 
provides $5 billion in Federal assistance to 
State and local law enforcement agencies to 
put more officers on the streets and keep con
victed criminals in prison for their full sen
tences. The second phase will begin in the fall 
with a crime summit to examine our criminal 
justice system, develop and implement more 
effective crime deterrents, and work toward 
elimination of the causes of crime. This strat
egy realizes that immediate action is nec
essary to address the current crime situation, 
but a long-term solution must be developed to 
solve the underlying causes of crime. 

The first phase, H.R. 2872 would establish 
cooperative agreements between States, 
cities, and counties, enabling them to increase 
the number of law enforcement agents on the 
street and build a national system of regional 
prisons if the localities implement policies to 
ensure that career and violent criminals are 
placed and kept behind bars. In addition, this 

legislation would deter Federal crimes through 
new, more stringent sentencing guidelines; 
promote safe schools through Federal grants; 
and include provisions to protect children, 
women, and victims' rights; and further punish 
terrorism and reduce the number of gangs and 
criminal aliens. 

I would like to draw attention to title I, sub
title C of H.R. 2872 which pertains to crimes 
against children and contains provisions from 
legislation that I introduced earlier this year as 
H.R. 515, the National Child Abuser Registra
tion Act of 1993. I believe that children are our 
most valuable resource and must be pro
tected. However, far too often, children are the 
most vulnerable group in our criminal justice 
system. According to the National Committee 
for the Prevention of Child Abuse, there were 
2.7 million reported cases of child abuse in 
1991, up from 2.5 million in 1990. Of those 2. 7 
million, 15 percent, or 405,000, involved sex
ual abuse. 

H.R. 2872 includes provisions to assist in 
combatting the serious problem of child abuse 
by requiring a compilation of national records 
on those convicted of child abuse or criminal 
offenses against a minor. This legislation 
would enable employers to conduct back
ground checks on potential employees in 
those fields which work with children. By cre
ating a national capability for screening child 
care personnel, we can insure the protection 
of our children against repeat and interstate 
offenders. 

This bill reflects the need to get really tough 
with people who commit crimes against chil
dren. The bill also provides for doubling pen
alties for those who use minors in the commis
sion of crimes and increasing penalties for as
saults against children. It also increases pen
alties for those outside the United States who 
transport or use minors in sexually explicit ma
terials. Other related provisions of the bill in
clude an increased penalty for drug trafficking 
near public housing where children can be 
found and grants to create Federal safe 
school districts. 

In · drafting this legislation, Republicans rec
ognized that cities and States cannot afford 
more unfunded Federal mandates and the 
American taxpayer cannot afford more Federal 
programs which increase the deficit. There
fore, H.R. 2872 is funded by cutting Federal 
administrative overhead expenses by 5 per-

. cent across the board and by capping admin
istrative overhead expenses under university 
research grants at 90 percent or current lev
els. These funding sources would provide $7.5 
billion over 5 years-enough funding to build 
the regional prisons, put over 20,000 new law 
enforcement officers on the street, pay for 
3,000 new Border Patrol agents and 1,000 Im
migration and Naturalization Service criminal 
investigators, and the other initiatives in the . 
bill. I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 2872 
which is the first step in addressing the grow
ing crime problem in the United States, and 
does so without increased Government spend
ing. 

Mr. LEWIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I am 
proud to join my colleagues in support of H.R. 
2872, the Crime Control Act of 1993. The bru
tal killings of foreign tourists in Florida over the 
last several weeks have stunned the world 
and galvanized the American people's cries 

for relief from the culture of crime that infects 
our Nation. Many try to find easy solutions to 
this difficult problem, and place the blame on 
guns, drugs, the economy, or our social struc
ture. Unfortunately, the broader and more 
complex challenge confronting us cannot be 
linked to any single issue. Only a sustained, 
comprehensive reform of our entire criminal 
justice system that emphasizes past suc
cesses, turns away from failure, and improves 
the rules that define how our society treats 
those who break its laws can create an envi
ronment inimical to the culture of crime. 

Today, criminals convicted of crimes in my 
State of Florida will serve little more than a 
third of their sentences because our over
crowded jails have run out of room to hold all 
of them. We in Congress can release some of 
this expending pressure by expelling an entire 
category of inmates from our country. Over 
fifty-thousand prisoners in State and Federal 
facilities are not citizens of the United States. 
Last year our country spent $800 million keep
ing these criminal aliens in our overcrowded 
prisons. We clothed them, housed them, and 
fed them. We put them through drug treatment 
and job training programs to make them better 
citizens. Then we deported them. 

Currently, the U.S. Immigration and Natu
ralization Service cannot even begin the re
quired hearings to deport most criminal aliens 
until after they have completed their sen
tences. When these hearings eventually order 
an alien's deportation no sooner than a year 
and another fifteen thousand taxpayer dollars 
later, the INS finally expels them from our 
country. 

I am pleased to report this comprehensive 
Republican crime bill has incorporated the pro
visions of legislation I introduced and 59 of my 
colleagues cosponsored to expedite the de
portation and subsequent exclusion of criminal 
aliens. The bill's provisions allow the INS to 
begin deportation hearings immediately follow
ing an alien's criminal conviction. Then, when 
an order of deportation is issued after the con
clusion of all related appeals, and the appro
priate sentencing authority concurs, the INS 
could expel these criminal aliens before they 
finish their sentences, before they return to 
our streets and commit more crimes. 

Mr. Speaker, all criminals deserve just pun
ishment, but our limited prison capacity forces 
us to release many prisoners early. In my 
State of Florida, 1 in 4 of these early releases 
ends up back in jail after committing another 
crime. Given these realities, it makes consid
erable more sense to release criminals we can 
deport, rather than those who will return to our 
streets and commit more crimes. Deporting 
criminal aliens will save hundreds of millions 
of taxpayer dollars, reduce prison overcrowd
ing, and forestall the early release of violent 
criminals. 

Of course, the core of the prison overcrowd
ing problem in Florida and across the Nation 
isn't too many aliens, or too few prisons, it's 
too much crime. Now Congress has the 
chance to respond. I urge my colleagues in 
the House of Representatives to take action. 
This bottom-up review of the criminal justice 
system has the best chance of protecting all 
citizens, punishing violent criminals for their 
actions, and helping our communities respond 
to the culture of crime that has produced a 
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generation of locked front doors, car alarms, 
mace-carrying neighbors, and body counts on 
the nightly news. _ 

I congratulate my colleagues for their fine 
work and their commitment to our Nation's fu
ture. 

D 1950 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. MCCOLLUM. Madam Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re
marks, and include extraneous mate
rial, on the subject of my special order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
LONG). Is there objection to the request 
of the gentleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

LEA VE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. SHAW (at the request of Mr. 

MICHEL), for today, on account of per
sonal reasons. 

Mr. EVERETT (at the request of Mr. 
MICHEL), for today until 1 p.m., on ac
count of illness. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. MCCOLLUM) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. OXLEY, for 15 minutes, on Sep
tember 27. 

Mr. CASTLE, for 5 minutes, on Sep
tember 22. 

Mr. HUNTER, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. NADLER) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mrs. LOWEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GLICKMAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. LARocco, for 5 minutes each day, 

on today and September 22, 23, and 24. 
Mr. STARK, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD, for 5 minutes each 

day, on September 22 and 23. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes each day, 

on today and September 22, 23, 27, 28, 
29, and 30. 

Mr. FILNER, for 15 minutes, on Sep
tember 23. 

Mr. PosHARD, for 60 minutes each 
day, on today and September 22 and 23. 

Ms. NORTON, for 60 minutes, on Sep
tember 22. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. NADLER) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. 
Mr. ROEMER. 
Mr. COLEMAN. 
Mrs. THURMAN. 
Mr. HOYER. 
Mr. LIPINSKI. 
Mr. SAWYER. 
Mr. MANN. 
Mr. BROWN of California. 
Mr. BONIOR. 
Mr. LAFALCE. 
Mr. MCHALE in two instances. 
Mr. KILDEE in two instances. 
Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. 
Mr. LAROCCO. 
Mr. VENTO. 
Mr. MORAN. 
Mr. ENGEL. 
Mr. CLAY. 
Mr. WILSON. 
Mr. EDWARDS of Texas. 
Mr. REED. 
Mr. KLECZKA. 
Mr. FORD of Michigan. 
Ms. WOOLSEY. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. MCCOLLUM) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. MOORHEAD. 
Ms. MOLINARI. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 
Mr. WALSH. 
Mr. BEREUTER in three instances. 
Mr. COMBEST. 
Mr. SOLOMON in two instances. 
Mrs. ROUKEMA. 
Mr. OXLEY. 
Mr. LEWIS of California in three in-

stances. 
Mr. FISH. 
Mr. SMITH of Oregon. 
Mr. GALLEGLY. 
Mr. KNOLLENBERG. 
Mr. MICHEL. 
Mr. CASTLE. 
Mr. SHUSTER. 
Mr. QUILLEN. 
Mr. SUNDQUIST in four instances. 
Mr. BLILEY. 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
Mrs. BENTLEY in two instances. 
Mr. MENENDEZ. 
Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida. 
Mr. BECERRA. 
Mr. STARK. 

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT 
RESOLUTION SIGNED 

Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled a bill and joint 
resolution of the House of the following 
titles, which were thereupon signed by 
the Speaker: 

H.R. 873. An act to provide for the consoli
dation and protection of the Gallatin Range. 

H.J . Res. 220. Joint resolution to designate 
the month of August as " National 
Scleroderma Awareness Month," and for 
other purposes. 

The SPEAKER announced his signa
ture to an enrolled bill and joint reso
lutions of the Senate of the following 
titles: 

S. 184. An a c t to provide for the exchange 
of certain lands within the State of Utah, 
and for other purposes. 

S.J. Res. 50. Joint resolution to designate 
the weeks of September 19, 1993, through 
September 25, 1993, and of September 18, 1994, 
through September 24, 1994, as " National Re
habilitation Week." 

S.J. Res. 95. Joint resolution to designate 
October 1993 as " National Breast Cancer 
Awareness Mon th.'' 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 
Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on 

House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on this day present 
to the President, for his approval, bills 
and joint resolutions of the House of 
the following titles: 

On February 5, 1993: 
H.R. 1. An act to grant family and tem

porary medical leave under certain cir
cumstances. 

On February 25, 1993: 
H.J. Res. 101. Joint resolution to designate 

February 21 through February 27, 1993, as 
" National FFA Organization Awareness 
Week. " 

On March 4, 1993: 
H.R. 920. An act to extend the emergency 

unemployment compensation program, and 
for other purposes. 

On March 27, 1993: 
H.R. 750. An act to extend the Export Ad

ministration Act of 1979 and to authorize ap
propriations under the act for fiscal years 
1993 and 1994. 

On April 6, 1993: 
H.R. 1430. An act to provide for a tem

porary increase in the public debt limit. 
On April 7, 1993: 

H.R. 904. An act to amend the Airport and 
Airway Safety, Capacity, Noise Improve
ment, and Intermodal Transportation Act of 
1992 with respect to the establishment of the 
National Commission to Ensure a Strong 
Competitive Airline Industry . 

On April 12, 1993: 
H.J. Res. 150. Joint resolution designating 

April 2, 1993, as "Education and Sharing Day, 
U.S.A." 

H.J. Res. 156. Joint resolution concerning 
the dedication of the United States Holo
caust Memorial Museum. 

On April 16, 1993: 
H.R. 239. An act to amend the Stock Rais

ing Homestead Act to resolve certain prob
lems regarding subsurface estates, and for 
other purposes. 

On April 23, 1993: 
H.R. 1335. An act making emergency sup

plemental appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1993, and for other pur
poses. 

On May 6, 1993: 
H.J. Res. 127. Joint resolution to authorize 

the President to proclaim the last Friday of 
April 1993 as "National Arbor Day." 

On May 20, 1993: 
H.R. 2. An act to establish national vote 

registration procedures for Federal elec
tions, and for other purposes. 

On May 31, 1993: 
H.J. Res. 80. Joint resolution designating 

May 30, 1993, through June 7, 1993, as a 
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"Time for the National Observance of the 
Fiftieth Anniversary of World War II." 

R.R. 1378. An act to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to revise the applicability of 
qualification requirements for certain acqui
sition work force positions in the Depart
ment of Defense, to make necessary tech
nical corrections in that title and certain 
other defense-related laws, and to facilitate 
real property repairs at military installa
tions and minor military construction dur
ing fiscal year 1993. 

On June 8, 1993: 
H.J. Res. 78. Joint resolution designating 

the weeks beginning May 23, 1993, and May 
15, 1994, as "Emergency Medical Services 
Week." 

H.J. Res. 135. Joint resolution to designate 
the months of May 1993 and May 1994 as "Na
tional Trauma Awareness Months." 

R.R. 1723. An act to authorize the estab
lishment of a program under which employ
ees of the Central Intelligence Agency may 
be offered separation pay to separate from 
service voluntarily to avoid or minimize the 
need for involuntary separation due to 
downsizing, reorganization, transfer of func
tion, or other similar action, and for other 
purposes. 

R.R. 2128. An act to amend the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act to authorize appro
priations for refugee assistance for fiscal 
year 1993 and 1994. 

On June 10, 1993: 
R .R. 1313. An act to amend the National 

Cooperative Research Act of 1984 with re
spect to joint ventures entered into for the 
purposes of producing a product, process, or 
service. 

On June 28, 1993: 
R.R. 890. An act to amend the Federal De

posit Insurance Act to improve the proce
dures for treating unclaimed insured depos
its, and for other purposes. 

On July 1, 1993: 
R.R. 2343. An act to amend the Forest Re

sources Conservation and Shortage Relief 
Act of 1990 to permit States to adopt timber 
export programs, and for other purposes. 

On July 2, 1993: 
R.R. 765. An act to resolve the status of 

certain lands relinquished to the United 
States under the Act of June 4, 1897 (30 Stat. 
11, 36), and for other purposes. 

R.R. 1876. An act to provide authority for 
the President to enter into trade agreements 
to conclude the Uruguay round of multilat
eral trade negotiations under the auspices of 
the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade , 
to extend tariff proclamation authority to 
carry out such agreements, and to apply con
gressional fast track procedures to a bill im
plementing such agreements. 

R.R. 2118. An act making supplemental ap
propriations for the fiscal year ending Sep
tember 30, 1993, and for other purposes. 

On July 16, 1993: 
H.J. Res. 213. Joint resolution designating 

July 2, 1993, and July 2, 1994, as "National 
Literacy Day." 

R.R. 588. An act to designate the facility of 
the U.S. Postal Service located at 20 South 
Main in Beaver, UT, as the "Abe Murdock 
United States Post Office Building." 

On July 22, 1993: 
H.J. Res. 190. Joint resolution designating 

July 17 through July 23, 1993, as " National 
Veterans Golden Age Games Weeks." 

On July 28, 1993: 
R.R. 1189. An act to entitle certain ar

mored car crew members to lawfully carry a 
weapon in any State while protecting the se
curity of valuable goods in interstate com
merce in the service of an armored car com
pany. 

R.R. 2561. An act to authorize the transfer 
of naval vessels to certain foreign countries. 

On August 2, 1993: 
R.R. 843. An act to withdraw certain lands 

located in the Coranado National Forest 
from the mining and mineral leasing laws of 
the United States, and for other purposes. 

R.R. 847. An act to provide for planning · 
and design of a National Air and Space Mu
seum extension at Washington Dulles Inter
national Airport. 

R.R. 1347. An act to modify the boundary of 
Hot Springs National Park. 

R.R. 2683. An act to extend the operation of 
the migrant student record transfer system. 

On August 4, 1993: 
H.R. 63. An act to establish the Spring 

Mountains National Recreation Area in Ne
vada, and for other purposes. 

R.R. 236. An act to establish the Snake 
River Birds of Prey National Conservation 
Area in the State of Idaho, and for other pur
poses. 

On August 6, 1993: 
R.R. 416. An act to extend the period dur

ing which chapter 12 of title 11 of the United 
States Code remains in effect, and for other 
purposes: 

On August 10, 1993: 
R.R. 2264. An act to provide for reconcili

ation pursuant to section 7 of the concurrent 
resolution on the budget for the fiscal year 
1994. 

On August 11, 1993: 
H.J. Res. 110. Joint resolution to authorize 

the Administrator of the Federal Aviation 
Administration to conduct appropriate pro
grams and activities to acknowledge the sta
tus of the county of Fond du Lac, WI, as the 
World Capital of Acrobatics," and for other 
purposes. 

H.J. Res. 157. Joint resolution to designate 
September 13, 1993, as "Commodore John 
Barry Day." 

R.R. 490. An act to provide for the convey-
. ance of certain lands and improvements in 

Washington, DC, to the Columbia Hospital 
for Women to provide a site for the construc
tion of a facility to house the National Wom
en's Health Resource Center. 

R.R. 616. An act to amend the Securities 
and Exchange Act of 1934 to permit members 
of national securities exchanges to effect 
certain transactions with respect to . ac
counts for which such members exercise in
vestments discretion. 

R.R. 2348. An act making appropriations 
for the legislative branch for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1994, and for other pur
poses. 

On August 12, 1993: 
R .R. 2667. An act making emergency sup

plemental appropriations for relief from the 
major, widespread flooding in the Midwest 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1993, 
and for other purposes. 

On August 13, 1993: 
R.R. 631. An act to designate certain lands 

in the State of Colorado as components of 
the National Wilderness Preservation Sys
tem, and for other purposes. 

R .R. 798. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to codify the rates of disability 
compensation for veterans with service-con
nected disabilities and the rate of depend
ency and indemnity compensation for survi
vors of such veterans as such rates took ef
fect on December 1, 1992. 

R.R. 2034. An act to authorize major medi
cal facility construction projects for the De
partment of Veterans Affairs for fiscal year 
1994, and for other purposes. 

R.R. 2900. An act to clarify and revise the 
small business exemption from the nutrition 

labeling requirements of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act, and for other pur
poses. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. MCCOLLUM .. Madam Speaker, I 

move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to: Accord

ingly (at 7 o'clock and 51 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to
morrow, Wednesday, September 22, 
1993, at 10 a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1903. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary for Weapons Complex Reconfigura
tion, Department of Energy, transmitting a 
copy of the " Announcement of Public 
Scoping Meetings, Reconfiguration Pro
grammatic Environmental Impact State
ment"; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

1904. A letter from the General Counsel of 
the Department of Defense, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation to amend title 
10, United States Code, to extend the author
ity of the Secretary of Defense to waive re
imbursement for certain costs incurred in 
the NATO Airborne Warning and Control 
System [AWACS] Program; to the Commit
tee on Armed Services. 

1905. A letter from the Acting Director, Of
fice of Thrift Supervision, transmitting the 
1992 annual report to Congress on implemen
tation of the Community Reinvestment Act 
of 1977, as amended, pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 
2904; to the Committee on Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs. 

1906. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting Notice of Final Funding 
Priority- Technology, Educational Media, 
and Materials for Individuals with Disabil
ities Program, pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 
1232(d)(l); to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

1907. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting Notice of Final Funding 
Priority- Postsecondary Education Pro
grams for Individuals with Disabilities, pur
suant to 20 U.S.C. 1232(d)(l); to the Commit
tee on Education and Labor. 

1908. A letter from the Secretary of En
ergy, transmitting the Quarterly Report for 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve covering 
the second quarter of the calendar year 1993, 
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 6245(b); to the Commit
tee on Energy and Commerce. 

1909. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of State for Legislative Affairs, transmitting 
copies of the report of political contributions 
by Daniel L. Spiegel , of Virginia, to be Am
bassador to the European Office of the Unit
ed Nations, and members of his family, pur
suant to 22 U.S .C. 3944(b)(2); to the Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

1910. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting copies of international 
agreements, other than treaties, entered into 
by the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C. 
112b(a); to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

1911. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the Secretary's Memorandum 
of Justification for a Determination Author
izing the Provision of Military Education 
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and Training in Haiti; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

1912. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Management and Budget, transmitting the 
1993 Federal Financial Management Status 
Report and 5-Year Plan, pursuant to Public 
Law 101-576, section 306(a) (104 Stat. 2854); to 
the Committee on Government Operations. 

1913. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation entitled "Mark
ing of Plastic Explosives for Detection Act"; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1914. A letter from the Secretary of Com
merce, transmitting the annual report on 
the activities of the Economic Development 
Administration, U.S. Department of Com
merce, for fiscal year 1992, pursuant to 42 
U.S.C. 3217; to the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation. 

1915. A letter from the General Counsel of 
the Department of Defense, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation to authorize ap
propriations for the Global Cooperative Ini
tiatives and the Counterproliferation initia
tive; jointly, to the Committees on Armed 
Services and Foreign Affairs. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 1152. A bill to direct the U.S. Sentenc
ing Commission to make sentencing guide
lines for Federal criminal cases that provide 
sentencing enhancements for hate crimes; 
with an amendment (Rept. 103--244). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 1385. A bill to amend the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to 
allow formula grants to be used to prosecute 
persons driving while intoxicated (Rept. 103--
245). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. CLAY: Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. S. 1130. An act to provide for 
continuing authorization of Federal em
ployee leave transfer and leave bank pro
grams, and for other purposes; with an 
amendment (Rept. 103--246). Referred to the 
Committee of the Wholes House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. CLAY: Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. H.R. 3019. A bill to amend title 
5, United States Code, to provide for a tem
porary extension and the orderly termi
nation of the performance management and 
recognition system, and for other purposes 
(Rept. 103--247). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. BROWN of California: Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology. H.R. 2811. A 
bill to authorize certain atmospheric, weath
er, and satellite programs and functions of 
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad
ministration, and for other purposes; with an 
amendment (Rept. 103--248). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. STUDDS: Committee on Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries. H.R. 2684. A bill to reau
thorize and amend the National Fish and 
Wildlife Foundation Establishment Act 
(Rept. 103--249). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. GORDON: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 252. Resolution relating to con-

sideration of the bill (H.R. 2750) making ap
propriations for the Department of Transpor
tation and related agencies for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1994, and for other 
purposes (Rept. 103--250). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

REPORTED BILLS SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 

Under clause 5 of Rule X the follow
ing action was taken by the Speaker: 

H.R. 2811. Discharged from the Union Cal
endar and referred to the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries for a period end
ing not later than October 22, 1993, for con
sideration of such provisions of the bill and 
amendment as fall within the jurisdiction of 
that committee pursuant to clause l(m) of 
rule X. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and Mr. 
SENSENBRENNER): 

H.R. 3093. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, with respect to health care 
fraud, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. BROWN of Florida: 
H.R. 3094. A bill to provide for the transfer 

of the naval hospital located at the Orlando 
Naval Training Center, FL, to the Depart
ment of Veterans Affairs for use as an ex
panded ambulatory care center, a nursing 
home complex, and a facility for related 
medical purposes; jointly, to the Committees 
on Armed Services and Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. CAMP: 
H.R. 3095. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 with respect to the treat
ment of certain lump sum distributions 
under the pension offset requirements appli
cable to State unemployment compensation 
laws; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. EVANS: 
H.R. 3096. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to provide for the organization 
and administration of the Readjustment 
Counseling Service, to improve eligibility for 
readjustment counseling and related coun
seling, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Ms. FURSE: 
H.R. 3097. A bill to amend the Public 

Health Service Act to provide for research on 
the effects that environmental factors have 
on women's health; to the Committee on En
ergy and Commerce. 

By Mr. GLICKMAN (for himself and 
Mr. CASTLE): 

H.R. 3098. A bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to prohibit the possession of a 
handgun or handgun ammunition by, or the 
private transfer of a handgun or handgun 
ammunition to, a juvenile; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HUNTER (for himself, Mr. BUR
TON of Indiana, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. 
GILLMOR, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. 
HUTCHINSON, Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. 
NUSSLE, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. RAMSTAD, 
Mr. SAXTON, Mr. SCHAEFER, Mr. 
WALKER, and Mr. CUNNINGHAM): 

H.R. 3099. A bill to establish the Federal 
Workforce Reduction and Realignment Com
mission; jointly; to the Committees on Post 
Office and Civil Service and Rules. 

By Mr. EDWARDS of California: 
H.R. 3100. A bill to establish the Commis

sion on National Drug Policy; jointly, to the 
Committees on the Judiciary and Energy 
and Commerce. 

By Mr. KYL: 
H.R. 3101. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to provide a temporary re
duction in the tax on capital gains and to 
provide for the indexing of certain assets; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LAROCCA (for himself and Mr. 
CASTLE): 

H.R. 3102. A bill to amend the Truth in 
Lending Act, Truth in Savings Act, and 
Consumer Leasing Act to modify certain dis
closure requirements; to the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. LIPINSKI (for himself, Mr. 
STUDDS, Mr. FIELDS of Texas, Mr. 
BATEMAN, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. HUTTO, 
Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. MANTON, 
Mr. PICKETT, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, 
Mr. PALLONE, Mr. REED, Ms. SCHENK, 
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. BAR
LOW, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. 
YOUNG of Alaska, Ms. FURSE, Mr. 
INHOFE, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mrs. BENT
LEY, Mr. TORKILDSEN, and Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM): 

H.R. 3103. A bill to amend the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1936, to establish a National 
Commission to Ensure a Strong and Com
petitive United States Maritime Industry; to 
the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

By Mr. MCINNIS: 
H.R. 3104. A bill to suspend until January 

1, 1996, the duty on continuous oxidized 
polyacrylonitrile fiber tow; to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Ms. MOLINARI (for herself, Mr. 
HUNTER, and Mr. GALLEGLY): 

H.R. 3105. A bill to restructure the enforce
ment components of the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PAYNE of Virginia: 
H.R. 3106. A bill to amend the Thomas Jef

ferson Commemoration Commission Act to 
extend the deadlines for reports; to the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mrs. ROUKEMA: 
H.R. 3107. A bill to direct the Secretary of 

the Interior to make matching contributions 
toward the purchase of the Sterling Forest 
in the State of New York, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Natural Re
sources. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey: 
H.R. 3108. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of Veterans Affairs to expand the scope of 
services provided veterans in Vet Centers; to 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. STARK (for himself and Mr. 
GUNDERSON): 

H.R. 3109. A bill to require that edu
cational organizations that offer educational 
programs to minors for a fee disclose certain 
information; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mrs. VUCANOVICH: 
H.R. 3110. A bill to designate the U.S. 

courthouse and Federal building to be con
structed at the southeastern corner of Lib
erty and South Virginia Streets in Reno, NV, 
as the "Bruce R. Thompson United States 
Courthouse and Federal Building"; to the 
Committee on Public Works and Transpor
tation. 

By Mr. ZIMMER (for himself and Mr. 
SLATTERY): 

H.R. 3111. A bill to require the Adminis
trator of the Environmental Protection 
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Agency to seek advice concerning environ
mental risks, and for other purposes; jointly, 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
Agriculture, Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
Public Works and Transportation, and 
Science, Space, and Technology. 

By Mr. DUNCAN: 
H.J. Res. 263. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution of the Unit
ed States to provide for a runoff election if 
no candidate receives more than 50 percent 
of the popular vote nationally; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. BYRNE (for herself, Mr. COP
PERSMITH, and Mr. MORAN): 

H. Con. Res. 147. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress that any 
health care reform legislation that is en
acted should require a Senator or Represent
ative in, or Delegate or Resident Commis
sioner to, the Congress and any individual 
holding a position in levels I through III of 
the Executive Schedule to enroll in a health 
plan offering the standard benefit package; 
jointly, to the Committees on House Admin
istration and Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. SOLOMON: 
H. Con. Res. 148. Concurrent resolution re

lating to the Republic of China on Taiwan's 
participation in the United Nations; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. LAF ALCE: 
H. Res. 253. Resolution expressing tlie sense 

of the House of Representatives on the ur
gency of U.S. ratification of U.N. human 
rights treaties; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. FOGLIETTA: 
H.R. 3112. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of Transportation to issue a certificate of 
documentation with appropriate endorse
ment for the vessel Gazela; to the Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut: 
H.R. 3113. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of Transportation to issue a certificate of 
documentation with appropriate endorse
ment for employment in the coastwise trade 
of the United States for the vessel 
Endeavour; to the Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. REED: 
H.R. 3114. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of Transportation to issue a certificate of 
documentation with appropriate endorse
ment for employment in the coastwise trade 
of the United States for the vessel Aboriginal; 
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 28: Mr. CALLAHAN. 
H.R. 52: Mr. CANADY. 
H.R. 58: Mr. MOORHEAD. 
H.R. 140: Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. WOLF, Mr. JA

COBS, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. 
STUPAK, and Mr. MAZZOLI. 

H.R. 166: Mr. Cox. 
H.R. 291: Mr. SANGMEISTER, Mr. Goss, Mr. 

MCCLOSKEY, and Mr. GALLO. 
H.R. 401: Mr. WALSH and Mr. ROHRABACHER. 

H.R. 460: Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. 
HILLIARD, and Mr. TOWNS. 

H.R. 464: Mr. BUNNING. 
H.R. 466: Mr. CASTLE, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. 

RANGEL, and Mr. WELDON. 
H.R. 479: Mr. MINETA. 
H.R. 488: Mr. KREIDLER and Mr. QUINN. 
H.R. 509: Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. 
H.R. 546: Mr. FAZIO and Mr. PETERSON of 

Minnesota. 
H.R. 562: Mr. HUNTER and Mr. TALENT. 
H.R. 563: Mr. CANADY, Mr. HUNTER, and Mr. 

TALENT. 
H.R. 688: Mr. GILLMOR. 
H.R. 723: Mr. Cox. 
H.R. 784: Ms. KAPTUR and Mr. KLECZKA. 
H.R. 789: Mr. WISE. 
H.R. 794: Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. 
H.R. 796: Mr. TORKILDSEN. 
H.R. 830: Mr. GORDON, Mr. RAHALL, and Mr. 

TANNER. 
H.R. 832: Mr. FARR. 
H.R. 864: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
H.R. 886: Mr. PORTMAN. 
H.R. 915: Mr. VISCLOSKY and Mr. HINCHEY. 
H.R. 921: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. YATES, 

Mrs. MORELLA, and Mr. STUDDS. 
H.R. 1017: Mr. KENNEDY. 
H.R. 1024: Mr. LAUGHLIN. 
H.R. 1079: Ms. HARMAN and Mr. HUTTO. 
H.R. 1080: Mr. McCRERY and Mr. HUTTO. 
H.R. 1081: Mr. HUTTO. 
H.R. 1083: Mr. HUTTO. 
H.R. 1151: Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey, Mr. 

HASTINGS, Mr. BARLOW, Mr. JOHNSON of 
South Dakota, and Mr. SCHUMER. 

H.R. 1156: Mr. CALVERT. 
H.R. 1158: Mr. SANDERS. 
H.R. 1182: Mr. ANDREWS of Maine and Mr. 

SCHUMER. 
H.R. 1191: Mr. HUNTER, Mr. DORNAN, and 

Mr. HUTTO. 
H.R. 1231: Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey. 
H.R. 1237: Mr. ENGEL, Mr. NEAL of Massa

chusetts, Mr. STARK, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. BISHOP, 
Mr. RUSH, Mr. WAXMAN, Ms. LOWEY, and Mr. 
MINGE. 

H.R. 1272: Mr. MCKEON. 
H.R. 1293: Mr. MCCRERY. 
H.R. 1332: Mr. CLINGER and Mr. SANDERS. 
H.R. 1344: Mr. SANDERS and Mr. BOUCHER. 
H.R. 1407: Mr. PALLONE. 
H.R. 1419: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
H.R. 1555: Mr. ROEMER and Mr. BARRETT of 

Wisconsin. 
H.R. 1572: Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. BAKER of 

Louisiana, Mr. KIM, and Mr. BALLENGER. 
H.R. 1579: Mr. FAZIO, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. 

SHARP, Mr. ANDREWS of Maine, and Mr. 
BECERRA. 

H.R. 1583: Mrs. MINK and Mr. QUINN. 
H.R. 1604: Mr. Cox. 
H.R. 1671: Mr. FAZIO, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. 

BOEHLERT, and Mrs. UNSOELD. 
H.R. 1707: Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. SANDERS, and 

Mr. MANTON. 
H.R. 1715: Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey, Ms. 

KAPTUR, Mr. SANDERS, and Mr. MANTON. 
H.R. 1886: Mr. RUSH, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. 

WYNN, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. 
WHITTEN, Mr. YATES, and Mr. SHAYS. 

H.R. 1918: Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. 
H.R. 2031: Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. BLILEY, and 

Mr. BATEMAN. 
H.R. 2050: Mr. SANDERS. 
H.R. 2091: Mr. CALVERT. 
H.R. 2173: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
H.R. 2241: Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. HOBSON, and 

Mr. WHITTEN. 
H.R. 2293: Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. HILLIARD, 

Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin, and Mrs. THURMAN. 
H.R. 2307: Mr. CANADY. 
H.R. 2341: Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. EVANS, Mr. 

STUMP, Mr. SANGMEISTER, Mr. EDWARDS of 

Texas, Mr. EVERETT, Mr. KING, Mr. SPENCE, 
Mr. HALL of Ohio, and Mr. GENE GREEN of 
Texas. 

H.R. 2379: Mr. MOORHEAD. 
H.R. 2415: Mr. HANCOCK. 
H.R. 2417: Mr. CRAPO, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. 

CALVERT' and Mr. WELDON. 
H.R. 2433: Mr. Cox. 
H.R. 2462: Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 
H.R. 2552: Mr. ABERCROMBIE. 
H.R. 2586: Mr. MAZZOLI. 
H.R. 2599: Mr. NADLER and Ms. SHEPHERD. 
H.R. 2602: Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. SHAYS, 

and Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. 
H.R. 2648: Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. OWENS, Mr. 

SCOTT, Mr. WYNN, and Mr. WAXMAN. 
H.R. 2702: Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. MCDADE, and 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
H.R. 2721: Mr. MINETA and Mr. STARK. 
H.R. 2727: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Ms. NOR

TON, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. SAND
ERS, and Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 

H.R. 2742: Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. CLAY, Mr. EM
ERSON, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. 
HANCOCK, Mr. TALENT, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
COSTELLO, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. EVANS, Mr. 
REYNOLDS, Mr. CRANE, Mr. NATCHER, Mr. 
MINGE, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. EWING, Mrs. 
VUCANOVICH, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. 
RUSH, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. SCOTT, and Mr. SMITH 
of New Jersey. 

H.R. 2758: Mr. BONILLA, Mr. ZIMMER, and 
Mr. CANADY. 

H.R. 2760: Mr. TORKILDSEN. 
H.R. 2786: Mr. CANADY, Mr. HOYER, and Mr. 

PORTER. 
H.R. 2787: Mr. MARKEY, Mr. BARRETT of 

Wisconsin, Mrs. MINK, and Mr. McDERMOTT. 
H.R. 2817: Ms. NORTON, Mr. CLAY, Ms. EDDIE 

BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. 
BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. FRANK of Massa
chusetts, and Ms. PELOSI. 

H.R. 2841: Mr. FROST. 
H.R. 2860: Mr. PACKARD. 
H.R. 2884: Mr. HOUGHTON and Mr. LEVIN. 
H.R. 2959: Mr. SAXTON, Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. 

KING, Mr. BAKER of Louisiana, Mr. CANADY, 
Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. WELDON. 
Mr. ROYCE, Ms. DUNN, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. KIM, 
Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. cox, Mr. CRANE, Mr. 
BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. TORKILDSEN, and 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. 

H.R. 2971: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. 
STEARNS, Mr. FROST, Mr. KING, Mr. ANDREWS 
of New Jersey, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. 
SANDERS, Mr. SMITH of Iowa, and Mrs. MINK. 

H.R. 2995: Mr. CRANE, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. 
COPPERSMITH, Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr. 
SCHAEFER, Mr. KREIDLER, Mr. HAYES, Mr. 
CANADY, Mr. FROST, Ms. MARGOLIES
MEZVINSKY, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. 
DEAL, Mr. KLINK, Mr. EDWARDS of Texas, Mr. 
BACCHUS of Florida, and Mr. TANNER. 

H.R. 3005: Mr. CRAPO, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. 
TORKILDSEN' Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. HANSEN' 
and Mr. SOLOMON. 

H.R. 3009: Mr. BEILENSON. 
H.R. 3012: Mr. COSTELLO. 
H.R. 3021: Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. GORDON, Mr. 

DELAY, and Mr. FROST. 
H .R. 3024: Mr. KYL and Mr. BARTLETT of 

Maryland. 
H.R. 3049: Mr. FIELDS of Texas and Mr. 

TORKILDSEN. 
H.R. 3077: Mr. BLUTE. 
H.R. 3080: Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, 

Mr. COBLE, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. SMITH of Texas, 
Mr. SUNDQUIST, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. HOEKSTRA, 
and Mr. HOUGHTON. 

H.R. 3087: Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Ms. MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY, 
and Mr. WHITTEN. 

H.J. Res. 36: Mr. COPPERSMITH. 
H.J. Res. 111: Mr. LEVY, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. 

MONTGOMERY, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. 
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ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. 
KREIDLER, Mr. ARCHER, Mr. PAXON, Mr. 
HUTTO, Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr. TAL
ENT, Ms. DANNER, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. TRAFI
CANT, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon, Mr. KILDEE, Ms. FURSE, Mr. 
DUNCAN, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. COOPER, 
Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. 
BILBRAY, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. 
SANDERS, Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota Mr 
BAKER of California, Mr. SCHUMER, ' Mr: 
MOORHEAD, Mr. NADLER, and Ms. WOOLSEY. 

H.J. Res. 113: Mr. CRAMER. 
H.J. Res. 129: Mr. HUNTER and Mr. DORNAN. 
H .J . Res. 139: Mr. GOODLING. 
H.J. Res. 175: Ms. BYRNE, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. 

MURTHA, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. BLACKWELL, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. 
POSHARD, Mr. WOLF, Mr. FINGERHUT, Mr. 
NATCHER, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. TANNER, Mr. 
TRAFICANT, and Ms. VELAZQUEZ. 

H.J. Res. 205: Mr. KIM, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. 
GLICKMAN, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. MURTHA, Mr. 
KILDEE, Mr. ROEMER, Mr. MORAN, Mr. 
SANGMEISTER, Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. 
GEJDENSON, Mr. ARCHER, Mr. GREENWOOD, 
Mr. WELDON, Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. CALVERT, 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. HOLDEN, 
Mr. REED, Mr. GOODLING, Mr. ABERCROMBIE 
Mr. FOGLIETTA, Ms. NORTON and, Ms. BYRNE: 

H.J. Res. 206: Mr. EMERSON, Mr. MILLER of 
Florida, Ms. MALONEY, Mr. LEVIN, Ms. LONG, 
Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. SWETT, Mr. ANDREWS of 
New Jersey, Mr. FISH, Mr. LAROCCO, Mr. 
LEACH, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. MANN, Mr. 
REGULA, and Mr. SKEEN. 

H .J. Res. 209: Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. KREIDLER, 
Mr. FAZIO, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. ARCHER, Mrs. 
MORELLA, and Mr. MOORHEAD. 

H.J . Res. 216: Mr. ENGEL, Mr. BILIRAKIS, 
Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. LIVINGSTON, 
Mr. ROBERTS, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. TRAFI
CANT, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. GORDON, Mr. HASTERT, 
Mr. EVANS, Mr. WILSON, Mr. PACKARD, Mr. 
FAZIO, and Mrs. BENTLEY. 

H.J. Res. 226: Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. ROEMER, 
Mr. WILSON, Mr. MATSUI, Mrs. MEEK, Mr. AN
DREWS of New Jersey, Mr. BACCHUS of Flor
ida, Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. KASICH, 
Mr. SHAW, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. CLAY, Mr. COP
PERSMITH, Mr. EDWARDS of Texas, Mr. FISH, 
Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. 
LAROCCO, Mr. BARLOW, Mr. MEEHAN, Ms. 
MALONEY, Mr. MORAN, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. ORTON, Mr. REYN
OLDS, Mr. BERMAN, Ms. KAPTUR, Mrs. 
MORELLA, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, and 
Mr. SKEEN. 

H.J. Res. 234: Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. 
SLATTERY, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. 
BOEHLERT, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. LEVY, Mr. 
BLILEY, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. HUTTO, Mr. MINETA 
Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. SABO, Mr. FRANK of Massa~ 
chusetts, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. 
CRAPO, Mr. SAXTON, and Mr. TANNER. 

H.J. Res. 256: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. 
H.J. Res. 259: Mr. MICA. 
H.J. Res. 262: Mr. BARCIA of Michigan, Mr. 

PALLONE, Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, and 
Mr. GEPHARDT. 

H. Con. Res. 59: Ms. BYRNE. 
H. Con. Res. 84: Mr. DUNCAN and Mr. SAND

ERS. 

H . Con. Res. 88: Mr. LEWIS of Florida. 

H . Con. Res. 107: Mr. COMBEST, Mr. 
STRICKLAND, Mr. DICKS, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. WAX
MAN, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. EVANS, 
Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. HOLDEN, and Mr. LEWIS 
of Georgia. 

H. Con. Res. 141: Mr. TAYLOR of North 
Carolina, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. DEUTSCH, 
Ms. BYRNE, Mr. BLUTE, Ms. SNOWE, Mrs. Rou
KEMA, Mr. PORTMAN, Ms. DUNN, Mrs. MEYERS 
of Kansas, Mr. GORDON, Ms. FOWLER, Mr. LI
PINSKI, Mr. SCHAEFER, and Mr. COBLE. 

H. Res. 134: Mr. TAUZIN and Mr. CRANE. 

H. Res . 165: Mr. TORKILDSEN, Ms. EDDIE 
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. 
LIVINGSTON, Mr. QUINN, Mr. BUYER, Mr. 
CLYBURN, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. DELAY, Mr. MANTON, 
Mr. GOODLING, Mr. BARCIA of Michigan, Mr. 
HOBSON, Mr. COPPERSMITH, and Mr. LAROCCO. 

H. Res. 234: Mr. ROSE, Mr. MACHTLEY, Mrs. 
VUCANOVICH, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. ARCHER, 
Mr. SARPALIUS, Mr. DELLUMS, Mrs. ROUKEMA, 
Mr. FILNER, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. 
MANZULLO, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. 
FROST, Mrs. MINK, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. MINGE, 
Mr. ROEMER, Mr. MORAN, and Mr. CALVERT. 

H. Res. 236: Mr. HAYES, Mr. BILBRAY, and 
Mr. MARTINEZ. 

H. Res. 239: Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, 
Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. STEARNS, and Mr. 
BAKER of Louisiana. 

H. Res. 247: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland and 
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. 
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The Senate met at 9 a-.m., on the ex
piration of the recess, and was called to 
order by the Honorable BEN 
NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL, a Senator from 
the State of Colorado. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Richard 

C. Halverson, D.D., offered the follow
ing prayer: 

Let us pray: 
* * * For there is no power but of God: 

the powers that be are ordained of God.
Romans 13:1. 

Eternal God, Lord of Heaven and 
Earth, we thank Thee for the giants 
who serve in the U.S. Senate today. 
Only the perspective of history will re
veal who are the Washingtons, the Jef
fersons, the Adamses, the Monroes, the 
Websters, and the Franklins. We are 
grateful for the commitment of these 
statesmen to the Senate, the Nation, 
and the world. We thank You for the 
privilege of serving in their midst and 
their greatness, manifest even before 
the judgment of history. May Thy 
blessing be upon them, their loved 
ones, and staffs. And may they be guid
ed in their use of power-to the glory 
of God and the blessing of the people. 

In Jesus' name. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore [Mr. BYRD]. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, September 21, 1993. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable BEN NIGHTHORSE 
CAMPBELL, a Senator frotn the State of Colo
rado, to perform the duties of the Chair. 

. ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. CAMPBELL thereupon assumed 
the chair as Acting President pro tem
pore. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order the 
leadership time is reserved. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order there 

(Legislative day of Tuesday, September 7, 1993) 

will now be a period for the transaction 
of morning business not to extend be
yond the hour of 11:30 a.m. with Sen
ators permitted to speak therein for 
not to exceed 5 minutes each. 

The first hour of morning business 
shall be under the control of the Sen
ator from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY] 
and the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. CHAFEE] or their designees. 

The Sena tor from New Mexico is rec
ognized. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for up to 8 
minutes on behalf of the North Amer
ican Free-Trade Agreement. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

maquiladora program is a program we 
have had in place now for well over a 
decade which provides that United 
States firms can establish themselves 
in Mexico, establish plants in Mexico, 
hire Mexican workers, bring materials 
and components in from the United 
States duty free into Mexico, assemble 
them into finished products, and then 
ship those finished products into the 
United States also duty free. 

The value of the work going into 
those, the increase in value in those 
products is not assessed a tariff when 
those products come into the U.S. mar
kets. 

So that is the arrangement we have 
today. There is clearly an incentive in 
the present law for United States com
panies to construct plants in Mexico 

NAFTA and to ship goods back into .the United 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, 1 an- States. That has been happening at a 

nounced yesterday my support for the very rapid rate for over a decade. It is 
North American Free-Trade Agree- another cause of the concern that peo
ment, and I wish to take just a few ple have about increased trade with 
minutes of the Senate's time this Mexico because they see that increased 
morning to reiterate a couple of points trade as an expansion of that 
that I made yesterday. I believe the de- maquiladora program. 
bate about NAFTA needs to take place But then we need to look at what is 
in the context of world trade today. actually proposed in this agreement. 

There is tremendous frustration What this agreement proposes to do, at 
throughout the country, and rightfully least as I see it, is to even up that set 
so, about the adverse trade relation- of incentives. Under the new agreement 
ship we find ourselves in. we have a not only would there be incentive for 
trade deficit this year which is ex- United States firms to go ahead and es
pected to reach $110 to $115 billion. tablish plants and produce products in 
That is $115 billion more in goods and Mexico, which clearly would continue, 
services that we are purchasing from but there would also be an incentive 
the rest of the world than we are able for sales into Mexico because we would 
to sell. Clearly this is not a healthy see the tariff that Mexico imposes upon 
situation for our own economy. It does United States products drop to zero 
result in the loss of jobs. That persist- over the next several years. 
ent and chronic trade deficit has con- That is a dramatic benefit to the 
tinued for at least the last decade. It United States which we have not en.
really began in the early eighties, the joyed. Quite frankly, if we could re
very end of the seventies, and it has write history, it would have made a 
worsened. Although there have been great deal of sense for us to insist upon 
some ups and downs, it has generally a lowering of those tariffs as a part of 
been a major, major problem for us for the bargain for entering into the 
the last decade. maquiladora program that we have had 

So that is part of the context and now for some time. 
that is an understandable cause for But that was not done. I think that 
concern about any new free-trade error is being corrected in this free
agreement or any new proposal to in- trade agreement. 
crease access to U.S. markets. In this free-trade agreement, the op-

Another part of the context that we portunity for sales into Mexico will in.
need to look at is the present trade re- crease very significantly. Clearly, I do 
lations we have with Mexico. Many not think anybody believes that the 
people are not familiar with the way last United States plant in Mexico has 
the maquiladora program works. Let · been established, but I would suggest 
me describe that very briefly, Mr. that the rush to establish production 
President, because I think it is very in Mexico will slow because of this 
important to understand that program free-trade agreement if it is adopted. 
when you consider the impact of this So that is part of the context that we 
proposed trade agretiment. The also need to look at. 

• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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The NAFTA agreement, in my view, 

will help this country help us to com
pete in the world market which is the 
larger competition that we face . Our 
extremely large trade deficit today is 
not as a result of our trade with Mex
ico. It is not as a result of our trade 
with Canada or any other Western 
Hemisphere country. It is a result pri
marily of our trade with Asia, and we 
need a strategy. We desperately need a 
strategy as a nation to deal with that 
imbalance in our trade with Asia. 

We have a chronic trade deficit with 
Japan of $50 billion. I think it was $49 
billion last year. We had last year an 
$18 billion trade deficit with China 
which is expected to grow to $25 billion 
this year, and I would point out that 
China has just begun to trade. China 
has an enormous economy, enormous 
human resources, and they have just 
begun to gear up to export to the rest 
of the world. The rest of the world pri
marily means the U.S. market because 
the U.S. market is under present cir
cumstances the only large market that 
is free and open to them. The European 
market is not as open. Japan itself is 
not as open. And our trade deficit with 
China is growing enormously. 

I understand the frustration that sur
rounds that. I share that frustration. I 
think we need a strategy to deal with 
that larger trade deficit issue. 

But it would be a mistake, in my 
view, to reject NAFTA because of our 
concern about the larger trade imbal
ance. NAFTA can be a tool for us to 
correct that larger trade imbalance. 

United States firms working with 
Mexico can produce products for sale in 
the world market. We can produce high 
quality products. We can produce prod
ucts at low enough cost that they can 
compete in the world markets. 

So I think the opportunity improves 
for us to sell overseas, the opportunity 
improves for us to sell in Mexico under 
this agreement, and I do think it 
makes good sense for us to do so. 

The final point I would make, Mr. 
President, is that we have a common 
destiny with our neighbors-our neigh
bors being Canada and Mexico. My 
home State was part of Mexico for 
more than 20 years, 25 years, back in 
the early 1800's. 

We have a long tradition of trade 
with Mexico. There were wagon trains 
coming from Mexico City to Chihuahua 
to San ta Fe and House long before we 
had wagon trains coming from the east 
coast in the United States to Santa Fe 
and House. 

So we have a tradition with Mexico. 
It has served us well. We need to build 
on that. We need to encourage that. 

This free-trade agreement will help 
us to strengthen the cooperation and 
communication we have with our 
neighbors to the south. It can be a good 
thing economically for the United 
States and a good thing economically 
for Mexico. 

I think it would be a mistake for this 
Congress to reject the free-trade agree
ment at this point. I hope that my col
leagues will, after studying the issue, 
determine that this is something that 
the country should go forward with. I 
·do believe that it will be a lost oppor
tunity if we fail to ratify this treaty. 

So I appreciate the chance to speak 
again today. I know there are quite a 
few others who have reserved time to 
speak, and for that reason I will yield 
the floor, Mr. President. 

Mr. BRADLEY addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. BRADLEY]. 
THE NORTH AMERICAN FREE-TRADE AGREEMENT 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. PresidE;mt, I 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
New Mexico for his comments this 
morning and for his speech yesterday 
in support of the North American Free
Trade Agreement. 

Today there will be a number of Sen
ators, in the next hour, who will come 
to the floor to express their support for 
the North American Free-Trade Agree
ment. They will be both Democratic 
and Republican Senators and they will 
demonstrate support across the regions 
of this country. 

The Senator from New Mexico is 
from the West. The distinguished Sen
ator from Tennessee [Mr. MATHEWS] is 
here to speak. He is from the border 
States. The distinguished Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. CHAFEE] is here. He 
is obviously from the East, as I am. 

The NAFTA has very strong biparti
san support across regions in this coun
try, and I think for good reason. I be
lieve it is in the U.S. national interest. 
I believe that was symbolized just last 
week when you had four Presidents
two Republicans, two Democrats-at 
the White House strongly endorsing 
the agreement. The two other living 
Presidents strongly endorse the agree
ment. 

They clearly see the importance of 
this agreement to the national interest 
of America, the national interest that 
they, at different times in their own 
careers, were called upon to def end and 
to further. They recognize, as former 
Presidents, that it is not always easy 
to see the whole, to see the general in
terests. They clearly were under, in 
their careers, pressures from the nar
rower interests. 

But I think it is very significant that 
all living Presidents, both Republican 
and Democratic, endorse the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement. It 
sends a very powerful signal of support 
for this agreement that it is in the na
tional interest. 

There are good reasons, I believe, 
why it is in the national interest. They 
are economic, they are political, and 
they are social. 

The economic reasons are very sim
ple. It means jobs in the United States. 
It means a more competitive America 

in world 0ommerce. It means more eco
nomic growth for the long term. 

In terms of jobs, what is happening 
with this agreement is that ·the bar
riers that have existed to American ex
ports into Mexico are now being dis
mantled. Until a few years ago, about 
1986-87, Mexico existed as a closed 
economy. It had high tariffs. It had 
highly subsidized industries. It im
ported very little from anywhere in the 
world. It believed that anything that 
was consumed in Mexico should be pro
duced in Mexico, regardless of the cost 
to the Mexican consumer. 

That changed in the mid-1980's with 
President de la Madrid and more pro
foundly with President Carlos Salinas. 
They dramatically reduced their tariffs 
from something close to 80 down to 20, 
and now it is down to 10 percent. The 
result was clear. Our exports to Mexico 
increased from $12 to $40 billion and 
that meant more jobs in the United 
States-from $12 to $40 billion in ex
ports. 

On the other hand, on our side of the 
border, we have only a 4-percent tariff 
on goods coming in from Mexico. The 
North American Free-Trade Agreement 
eliminates those tariffs. Our tariff is 
not even half of what Mexico's tariff is. 

So by eliminating the Mexican tariff, 
we are eliminating the IO-percent tax 
on American goods exported to Mexico. 
And by eliminating the 4-percent tariff, 
we are eliminating a 4-percent tax on 
Mexican goods exported to the United 
States. 

But the agreement goes far beyond 
simply the tariff question. It goes to 
the non tariff barriers. 

For example, before this agreement, 
a car manufactured and assembled in 
the United States could not be ex
ported to Mexico. Any car sold in Mex
ico had to be produced in Mexico. With 
this agreement, we will be able to as
semble vehicles and export them to 
Mexico. 

It is estimated that, in the first year 
alone, we will go to 60,000 autos. And, 
in a country that now has a market of 
750,000 autos and a population of 85 mil
lion people, it will be a dramatically 
expanded market for the sale of U.S. 
vehicle exports. That is just one exam
ple. 

In terms of grains, in terms of agri
culture, it represents a dramatically 
large market. In terms of consumer 
goods, it is an 85-million-person mar
ket that is oriented toward the United 
States in terms of consumption pat
terns anyway. Seven out of every $10 
that Mexicans import, they import 
from the United States. It is a big mar
ket, not only in terms of size, but the 
Mexicans, on a per capita basis, 
consume more than do Europeans or 
Japanese of American goods. And that 
will only increase. It is a tremendous 
consumer market. 

In addition to that, it is a very large 
market for U.S. capital goods. With an 
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economy developed behind protective 
barriers, they did not always have the 
best equipment, they did not always 
have modernized equipment. Every
thing from power generators to refrig
erators, the market is now open for 
U.S. goods. And there will be a tremen
dous pent-up demand. 

The President, in his remarks just 
last week, estimated that NAFTA 
would create 200,000 new jobs in the 
United States, net, over the next 2 
years. Name 1 other single act that 
would produce 200,000 jobs in America 
in the next 2 years. 

Passing NAFTA will generate those 
jobs. There will clearly be some jobs 
that are lost from this agreement. 
Many of them are lower wage jobs. The 
point to be made here is those jobs 
would be lost anyway. Many of them 
have been lost over a decade and they 
have gone to Asia. With this agree
ment, if they are lost and go to Mexico, 
the workers who are employed in those 
companies will still be purchasing $7 
out of $10 of their imports from the 
United States, thereby generating jobs 
in the United States. 

But clearly those workers who are 
dislocated need to have what I call an 
economic security platform, which is a 
guarantee of health insurance, of pen
sion security, and of lifetime education 
opportunities. But there is no ques
tion-and the Congressional Budget Of
fice, I think, settled this debate when 
it concluded, after evaluating all of the 
various studies of the effect of NAFTA 
on job creation-that it would be a net 
job creator. It will be a net job creator 
in the short term and in the long term. 

The second point on the economy is 
that NAFTA, in terms of the total 
amount of net job creation-or from 
the opponents' side, net job loss-is 
really a small part of our overall trade 
and a small part of our overall employ
ment. For example, it is estimated that 
1 percent of the job loss every year will 
be due to NAFTA; only 1 percent every 
year. 

To what is the rest of the job loss 
due? Defense conversion, downsizing of 
the defense establishment, and from 
other international competition. It is 
indeed on that point that NAFTA is, I 
believe, in the strongest interests of 
the United States. With the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement, 
America will be more competitive 
against the real threat to American 
jobs that are represented by the econo
mies of Europe, China, and Japan. 

We now have a $5.4 billion trade sur
plus with Mexico. That is likely to dra
matically increase in the years ahead. 
We now have a $75 billion trade deficit 
with Asia. That will increase unless we 
are more competitive. The North 
American Free-Trade Agreement-the 
integration of Canada, the United 
States, and Mexico-will allow us to be 
more competitive. We will be better 
able to deal with those challenges as 

one economic unit, continentalwise, 
than we would if we were simply a sin
gle country. 

So in terms of jobs, it is very clear 
that the North American Free-Trade 
Agreement is a positive. In terms· of 
our ability to compete against the real 
threats to American jobs represented 
in Japan and China and Europe, we will 
be better able to compete with the 
North American Free-Trade Agree
ment. That is why I think it is clearly 
in our economic interest. 

I know there are other Senators on 
the floor, and therefore I will make two 
other points briefly. It is in our politi
cal interest because it consolidates the 
developments that have taken place in 
Mexico over the last several years: De
velopments toward more democracy, 
developments toward a cleaner envi
ronment, developments toward a dra
matic attack on corruption, and devel
opments toward a clearer integration 
of the United States and Mexico in the 
fullest sense. 

This should be important to us be
cause we have a 2,000-mile border with 
Mexico. We already have a sizable ille
gal immigration problem coming from 
Mexico. And there are real questions 
about how we can deal with that prob
lem. I would argue that in Mexico, 
where half the population is under the 
age of 19, if we do not have NAFTA and 
jobs are not created in Mexico, there is 
only one place that those young people 
are headed, and that is north. When 
they come across that Rio Grande, and 
when they come up into Kansas City or 
Chicago, or even as far as New Jersey 
or New York, as well as Texas and Cali
fornia and Colorado cities, they will be 
displacing the lowest paid American 
citizens, those who are working at min
imum wage. Why? Because . they will 
work for below minimum wage. Illegal 
immigrants work below mm1mum 
wage. They work illegally. They are in 
constant fear. The result is that they 
displace American workers. 

So if we want to avoid that wave of 
illegal immigration, then pass the 
North American Free-Trade Agree
ment; jobs are created in Mexico; Mexi
cans are staying at home with their 
families, where any reasonable person 
would prefer to be if there was work, as 
opposed to coming illegally into the 
United States, displacing low-income 
workers, and burdening our social serv
ice system. That is, in my view, a sec
ond powerful reason for the passage of 
the North American Free-Trade Agree
ment. 

There are any number of other argu
ments, and I could go on at some great 
length. I have taken only 10 minutes 
this morning. I know this debate will 
be fully joined in the weeks ahead. I 
am very pleased so many Senators 
have come to the floor today, and I un
derstand the majority leader, Senator 
MITCHELL, today will be strongly en
dorsing the North American Free-

Trade Agreement. I think that is a 
very significant development. 

I simply, again, want to call atten
tion to the fact that the group on the 
floor today is bipartisan and across re
gion in this country. Like the Presi
dents who were at the White House last 
week endorsing it, we believe firmly 
this agreement is in our national inter
est. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. CHAFEE] is recognized. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I won
der if the Chair would be good enough 
to notify me at the end of 10 minutes. 

I want to congratulate the Senator 
from New Jersey for arranging this 
special hour this morning in which var
ious Senators from different parties 
and from different sections of the coun
try will be speaking. Each of us will be 
dealing with a different topic. 

The topic I am going to be dealing 
with in connection with the NAFTA 
agreement is the environment. But be
fore getting into the environment, I 
want to say overall that I support the 
agreement strongly. It is good for the 
United States of America. It is good for 
the State of Rhode Island, which I rep
resent. 

In the State of Rhode Island, we now 
have increased our shipments to Mex
ico over the past 6 years by 65 percent. 
We have over 1,000 employees in our 
State whose jobs are directly depend
ent upon trade with Mexico. 

You might say, only 1,000 employees 
in 1 State? Let me tell you, if some
body announced they were going to 
bring a company into our State with 
1,000 employees, the Governor would be 
out there offering them special tax ad
vantages. The mayor would be out 
there to welcome them. There would be 
a marvelous ceremony. A thousand 
people in our State is a lot of people. 
And we have over 1,000 people-1,033 is 
the best we can compute it-whose jobs 
are directly dependent upon trade with 
Mexico. If you apply the normal 
quotient, for every individual directly 
employed in a job, there are two others 
whose livelihood are dependent on it. 
That boosts the total to over 3,000, 
which is a lot for our little State. 

Now, I would like to briefly address 
the environmental parts of the NAFTA 
agreement. 

From the outset, the environment 
has been a key part of the negotia
tions. First of all, the Environmental 
Protection Agency-think of it, an out
fit that has never previously been in
volved in international trade agree
ments-played a role in each step along 
the way. They released an environ
mental review; they formulated a bor
der plan with Mexico; they sat at the 
negotiating table. 

Second, major environmental organi
zations served as a Senior Trade Policy 
Advisory Committee. Ambassador 
Carla Hills, right from the beginning, 
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brought in the environmental organiza
tions and said, "We want you to sit at 
the table; we want you to hear; we 
want your advice." 

Third, and perhaps the most impres
sive sign, a new position was created at 
the U.S. Trade Representative's office. 
Mind you, that is a lean office. They do 
not have many people there. But they 
created an additional post, Deputy As
sistant USTR for Environmental Af
fairs. 

So it is not surprising that the 
NAFTA agreement contains unprece
dented provisions on the environment. 

. Let us tick some of them off: 
Article 754 and 755: In sharp contrast 

to other trade agreements, including 
GATT, which all us believe in, these 
two articles, explicitly provide that 
each nation may establish measures to 
protect human, animal, and plant life 
or health at levels higher than inter
national standards. 

One of the complaints frequently is: 
"Oh, in California, we will not be able 
to ban a certain type of pesticide and 
require that all fruits and vegetables 
not be permitted to be used if this pes
ticide has been applied. This will be a 
higher standard than presently exists. 
We will not be able to do it." 

Nonsense. Specifically, Articles 754 
and 755 provide that a State or a nation 
can have protection for human, animal, 
plant life, or health that is higher than 
the international standards. 

Articles 765 and 2005. These provi
sions ensure that in any challenge to 
these standards under NAFTA, the bur
den of proof lies not with the nation 
under challenge, but with the chal
lenger. This is a dramatic provision. 
Moreover, should an environmental 
dispute fall within the jurisdiction of 
both the NAFTA and the GATT, the 
challenged nation may insist on the 
more environment-friendly NAFTA 
forum. 

Article 1114. This important provi
sion makes it clear that encouraging 
investment by lowering domestic 
health, safety, or environmental stand
ards is inappropriate. 

All of these provisions are remark
able steps. But attention now has 
turned to whether or not there exists 
the commitment to environmental pro
tection that will ensure enforcement of 
these rules. 

A nation's commitment to environ
mental protection is both complicated 
by, and enhanced by, economic growth. 
Often, commitment to environmental 
protection is severely tested by the de
mands of a nation's economic growth. 
Yet economic growth provides the re
sources with which a nation may pro
mote environmental protection. 

Too often we are presented with the 
assumption that economic growth and 
environmental protection are natural 
enemies. Yet that theory has been re
jected by both trade specialists and 
many sophisticated environmentalists. 

As Jay Hair, president of the National 
Wildlife Federation, wrote in his 1991 
editorial "Natural Can Live With Free 
Trade," "that presumption- that 
environmentalism and economics don't 
mix-has been punctured.'' 

Today, environmentalists and econo
mists can be partners, not adversaries. 
The best way for a nation to handle en
vironmental challenges is for it to be
come wealthier, and thus better posi
tioned to attack environmental prob
lems. Don't expect Bangladesh to have 
a good environment-they are hanging 
on by their fingernails, trying to sur
vive. That there is a direct relationship 
between increased national income and 
decreased levels of pollution has been 
proven by World Bank economists. 
Moreover, a prosperous nation finds 
greater popular support for environ
mental measures: generally, as the 
prosperity of the citizenry rises, so 
does interest in a cleaner environment. 

By any standard, Mexico has made 
phenomenal strides regarding the envi
ronment. In Mexico City, $4.6 billion 
has been dedicated to environmental 
initiatives, including a 1-day-per-week 
ban on driving; the introduction of un
leaded and oxygenated gasolines; man
datory semiannual vehicle emissions 
tests-I have seen these tests, and they 
are far tougher than in the United 
States, including Los Angeles-the 
closing of heavy industrial polluters at 
great cost to jobs; and the planting of 
pine and cedar trees for increased oxy
gen. At the border, $460 million has 
been committed to border cleanup 
projects. Mexico is working with the 
United States on enforcement: Re
cently, a joint United States-Mexican 
enforcement effort resulted in the pay
ment of $2 million by a United States 
company to clean up a toxic waste · 
dump in Mexico. 

Mexico also has taken numerous 
steps with regard to species conserva
tion. My colleagues may be interested 
to know of a recent event: In June, at 
a ceremony attended by Interior Sec
retary Babbitt, President Salinas an
nounced the creation of the Sonora 
Biosphere Reserve, which will provide 
protection for the endangered vaquita 
dolphin. 

These and the many other steps 
taken by the 5-year-old Salinas govern
ment reflect an environmental com
mitment that is steadfast and growing 
stronger. 

There are NAFTA critics who dismiss 
President Salinas' initiatives as win
dow dressing. But to thoughtful observ
ers, this criticism rings hollow. Today, 
Mexico's environmental investment to
tals nearly 1 percent of its GDP-hard
ly a faltering commitment. Moreover, 
President Salinas has received inter
na tional environmental awards: the 
1991 Earth Prize and the 1992 World 
Conservation Leadership Award. Per
haps most importantly, this criticism 
seems to ignore Mexico's growing do-

mestic interest in the environment: 
The Mexican "Green" party won an un
precedented 5 percent of Mexico City's 
popular vote in the last elections. 

Last Wednesday, a dedicated group of 
en vironmen talis ts representing some 
7.5 million Americans came out in 
strong support of the NAFTA agree
ment. Senator BAUCUS, one of the lead
ing environmentalists in the whole 
Congress, came out strongly for it, and 
accompanying Senator BAUCUS at that 
event to endorse NAFTA were Peter 
Berle, president of the National Audu
bon Society; Kathryn Fuller, head of 
the World Wildlife Fund; Jay Hair, 
from the National Wildlife Federation; 
Russell Millermeier, Conservation 
International; Fred Krupp, from the 
Environmental Defense Fund; and John 
Adams, from the Natural Resources 
Defense Fund. These are well-re
spected, major environmental organi
zations in the United States, and they 
came out strongly for NAFTA. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, NAFTA 
is good for the environment. It is good 
for the environment of the United 
States and it is good for the environ
ment of Mexico. I do hope it will be 
overwhelmingly approved not just by 
the U.S. Senate but in the House of 
Representatives likewise. 

I want to thank the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Who yields time? 
Mr. MATHEWS addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Senator MATHEWS is recognized. 

SUPPORT FOR NAFTA 
Mr. MATHEWS. Mr. President, I 

want to thank my colleagues for per
mitting me to be a part of this program 
this morning and to express my sup
port for NAFTA. I want to spend just a 
few moments giving a salute to the 
American worker and to American in
dustry for placing us in a position to be 
able to favorably compete rather than 
feeling a need to retreat. 

Mr. President, a few days ago, Presi
dent Clinton presided at the signing of 
a monumental peace accord, and
joined by three former Presidents-he 
reaffirmed his pledge to another agree
ment of sweeping change-the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement. On 
that occasion, I thought of John Ken
nedy standing before the Berlin Wall 
and declaring 30 years ago that no bor
der could forever hold back the human 
heart seeking a betttr life. Today, Mr. 
President, NAFTA is this decade's reaf
firmation that borders dividing nations 
must never divide their peoples from 
opportunity. And I am saddened to 
hear Members of John Kennedy's party 
and the heirs of his heritage saying 
that is precisely what borders should 
do. 

It is not merely that the bunker
builders who oppose NAFTA are de
manding something that should not be 
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done. They are demanding something 
that simply cannot be done. If we have 
learned anything over the past 30 
years, it is that borders between na
tion's cannot be made impermeable to 
trade. For with or without NAFTA, 
hemispheric trade is the dominant fact 
of the world's future. That fact is ap
parent. 

In November, the Asia Pacific Eco
nomic Cooperation meets in Seattle. 
When APEC's 15 member nations gath
er, they will bring almost half of the 
world trade volume into one room. 
Across the Atlantic, Europe is uniting 
more than 340 million producers and 
consumers. Central and South America 
are rushing onto the stage. A few year 
ago, the U.S. stock market represented 
70 percent of the world's equity capital. 
Today, it is 40 percent. That is the 
world we live in, and it is the world we 
have to compete in. 

Mr. President, NAFTA brings us face 
to face with a decision. That decision is 
whether the United States turns her 
economic vision productively and con
vincingly outward, or whether we try 
to bury our hear in the drifting sand of 
economic change. I have noticeCl that 
when an ostrich stuffs its head in the 
sand, its rump is standing in the air. 
That is just about as vulnerable a pos
ture as I can imagine. Yet that is ex
actly the economic posture the oppo
nents of NAFTA are eager to have us 
support. 

President Clinton spoke eloquently 
and accurately when he framed the 
core issue about this agreement. He 
said the issue is whether the United 
States will face the future with con
fidence that we can create tomorrow's 
jobs or whether we will try against all 
the evidence to hold on to yesterday's 
economy. He asked how the United 
States can stake out high ground with 
GATT and future trade talks if we de
feat this agreement. He challenged us 
to prove we are capable of understand
ing and acting in our own economic in
terest. By comparison, the arguments 
against NAFTA are a serenade of one
string banjoes. And frankly the tune is 
becoming tiresome. 

We are told that Mexico-an econ
omy one-twentieth our size-will 
swamp the U.S. market with cheap im
ports. The eventual fact is more likely 
to be the reverse. Mexican goods al
ready enter our economy with an aver
age tariff of 1.9 percent, and on many 
the tariff is nil. By contrast, Mexican 
tariffs average 10 percent, and on some 
goods it is much higher. Under NAFTA, 
those tariffs fall even further than they 
have through the enlightened reforms 
of President Salinas. We have seen the 
result, and it has been good for Amer
ica: Since the mid-1980's, United States 
exports to Mexico soared from $12 bil
lion to more than $40 billion, and a $5 
billion trade deficit became a $5 billion 
trade surplus. Despite their lower 
wages, the typical Mexican consumer 

buys more U.S. goods than his wealthi
er Asian and European counterparts. 
There is also the fact that NAFTA 
protends a stronger Mexican economy, 
and that is beneficial to the United 
States in ways that are too sensible to 
ignore. The trend is clear. NAFTA ad
vances it. Americans benefit from it. 

We are told that NAFTA is an excuse 
to export jobs. There are so many con
siderations with that, that it is dif
ficult to know which ones really apply. 
We probably should start by realizing 
that our economy does not need an ex
cuse to export lesser-skilled jobs. After 
all, we lost 2.6 million of them to low
wage countries in the 1980's. If that 
trend is going to continue, defeating 
NAFTA will not stop it. The question 
seems to be whether passing NAFTA 
will accelerate it. I believe that Amer
ican industry's intentions to move to 
Mexico and its reasons to do so are not 
evident. 

For one thing, labor costs are a small 
percentage .of many products and 
therefore a small incentive to savings. 
For another thing, Mexican wages are 
sure to increase, thereby diminishing 
any wage incentive over time. But as 
any business and finance practitioner 
will tell you, the issue underlying 
wages is worker productivity, and the 
increase in productivity of American 
workers is a strong incentive for keep
ing jobs here. 

On top of all this, American indus
try's cost curve also is set by the costs 
of transportation, outlays in plant and 
equipment, the useful life of existing 
assets in this country, and a host of 
other matters. Expatriation increases 
those explicit and implicit costs. If 
wage rates were the end-all and be-all 
of production decisions, we would, in
deed, be worried about the economic 
threat of Bangladesh and Haiti, as the 
Washington Post pointed out. 

What I have heard of this debate so 
far, Mr. President, prompts me to offer 
a straight-from-the-shoulder word to 
those who seek to defeat NAFTA. And 
what I have to say is that their argu
ments against NAFTA speak ill of 
them. For what those arguments 
amount to is a declaration that Amer
ican labor has priced itself out of world 
competitiveness. More than that, they 
amount to a statement that American 
consumers, exporters, and manufactur
ers should sacrifice their opportunity 
for greater consumption, revenues, and 
production to keep it that way. 

No one respects the American work
ing man and woman more than I do, 
and that is why I find this implicit ar
gument so unworthy. The fact is that 
our toughest economic adversaries are 
nations with higher or faster increas
ing labor costs. The American worker 
is productive, skilled, intelligent, and 
determined. The great promise of 
American labor lies in becoming even 
more so. It does not lie in raising the 
decibels of the debate. We need to re-

member that NAFTA will provide U.S. 
industry and workers an edge on our 
foreign competitors like Germany and 
Japan. 

It matters to Germans if they create 
gains in Germany and to the Japanese 
if they create jobs in Japan. Gratify
ingly, that same attitude is growing 
today in American industry, including 
industries that supposedly have the 
most to gain by leaving the United 
States. I remind my friends in business 
and industry that it stands in Ameri
ca's interest and their interest to keep 

·that momentum going. 
The Saturn plant in Tennessee is a 

great example of how labor and man
agement can do right by each other as 
colleagues in common purpose. Every 
worker displaced from Detroit by con
struction of the Saturn plant was 
promised a job when the plant was fin
ished. Thousands of workers took GM 
up on its promise, and now they are 
proud workers and providers for their 
families. Saturn is more than one of 
the finest facilities in the world pro
ducing one of the world's finest auto
mobiles. It is a blueprint of the future, 
a roadmap for the way things should 
be. 

At bottom, Mr. President, with our 
vote on NAFT A we will indicate wheth
er the United States intends to lead, 
follow, or erect our own version of a 
Berlin wall. I say we lead-that we join 
the rank of nations heeding their fu
ture and not their fears, nations intent 
on becoming more prosperous and se
cure by becoming more productive and 
more competitive. That is the course 
NAFTA offers, and that is the course 
we must choose. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that following my statement there 
be printed a list of some 15 companies 
that have a Tennessee presence or Ten
nessee headquarters that have con
tacted me and strongly urged I support 

·the N AFT A agreement and that I made 
public my position on it. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

LIST OF TENNESSEE COMPANIES 

1. Tennessee Farm Bureau Association, Co
lumbia, TN, Joe Hawkins, President. 

2. Waste Reduction Technologies, Nash
ville, TN, Alan Phillips, Vice-President. 

3. Mayfield Dairy Farms, Athens, TN, 
Scottie Mayfield, Vice-President. 

4. Sparks Companies, Inc., Memphis, TN, 
Robert F. Hine, Vice-President & Principal. 

5. Parris Manufacturing Co., Savannah, 
TN, Craig A. Phillips, President. 

6. A.J. Metler Hauling and Rigging, Inc., 
Knoxville, TN, A.A. Metler. 

7. Caterpillar Financial Services Corpora
tion, Nashville, TN, James S. Beard. 

8. Bechtel Oak Ridge Corporate Center, 
Oak Ridge, TN, Joseph F. Nemec. 

9. Whirlpool Corporation, La Vergne, TN, 
Paul D. Hutchins, VP. 

10. JC Penney, Knoxville, TN, Bob Mantel, 
Store Manager. 

11. Square D Company Electrical Equip
ment, Smyrna, TN, Gary R. Abrams, Facil
ity Manager. 
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12. Chubb LifeAmerica , Chattanooga, TN, 

Elaine M. Duncan. 
13. Procter & Gamble, J ackson, TN. 
14. Brown-Forman Corpora tion , W.L . 

Lyons Brown, Jr., J ack Daniel 's Distillery, 
Lynchburg. 

15. Tennessee Eastman Co. , Kingsport , TN. 
Mr. MATHEWS. With that, Mr. Presi

dent, I yield the floor. 
Mr. DANFORTH addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
DANFORTH] is recognized. 

OUTRAGEOUS CLAIMS BY PEROT 
Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, Mr. 

Ross Perot claims that NAFT A will 
put 5.9 million jobs in the United 
States at risk. That is a very scary 
statement. Frightening people, scaring 
people is not something that is new in 
politics. A lot of people have gained 
great political popularity by trying to 
frighten people. But the claim that 5.9 
million jobs will be at risk is so out
rageous that it deserves an answer. The 
fact is that today one out of every six 
manufacturing jobs in the United 
States depends on exports. One out of 
every three acres planted by the Amer
ican farmer is designed for export. 

Exports create jobs in the United 
States. According to the Commerce De
partment, every billion dollars of ex
ports creates 20,000 jobs. Since 1986, the 
Government of Mexico under President 
Salinas has on its own undertaken a re
duction in trade barriers. Still, the 
trade barriers in Mexico ·are much 
greater than trade barriers erected by 
the United States. But even with the 
partial liberalization of the Mexican 
market under President Salinas, Unit
ed States exports to Mexico since 1986 
have increased from $12 billion a year 
to over $40 billion a year. Mexico is 
now the third largest export market 
for the United States, and the Mexican 
consumer, who is belittled by Mr. 
Perot, buys much more per capita of 
American goods and services than the 
average consumer in, say, Japan. 

Regardless of the good record since 
1986, major trade barriers continue to 
exist in Mexico. NAFTA deals with 
those trade barriers. Today, Mexican 
tariffs are 2112 times the tariffs of the 
United States, on average. Well, that 
differential will be phased out, those 
tariffs in Mexico will be phased out, 
under NAFTA. Right now, the Amer
ican farmer suffers because 25 percent 
of American agricultural exports to 
Mexico must enter that market under 
import licenses awarded by the Mexi
can Government. Those import licenses 
would immediately be terminated 
under NAFTA. Right now, domestic 
content rules in Mexico and restric
tions on importing automobiles im
posed by the Mexican Government have 
greatly disadvantaged United States 
automakers and, in fact, only 1,000 
American cars a year are now exported 
into Mexico. 

Right now, the maquiladora program 
amounts to a massive free-trade zone 
and export promotion program directed 
right to the United States, right on our 
own border. That unfair maquiladora 
program would be phased out under 
NAFTA. 

I understand Mr. Perot's desire to ap
peal to fear, because appealing to fear 
works politically. And I can under
stand why some people want to be 
scared. Change is scary. Competition is 
scary. It is much more comforting to 
run to Washington and ask that Gov
ernment provide special protection. 
But it also is the road to decline, as far 
as our country is concerned. 

I want to briefly touch on a variety 
of statements that Mr. Perot makes in 
his book that are just false. 

First, Mr. Perot quotes former Sec
retary of Labor Lynn Martin as saying 
that NAFTA will cost 150,000 American 
jobs. False, Lynn Martin said that 
NAFTA will create a net increase of 
175,000 American jobs. 

Mr. Perot claims that the U.S. auto
mobile industry is on the endangered 
list under NAFTA. False. The Congres
sional Budget Office has found that 
United States auto companies would 
gain from dismantling Mexican trade 
barriers. The administration believes 
that instead of 1,000 exports of cars a 
year into Mexico, that number in the 
first year of NAFTA would rise to 
60,000 cars. 

Mr. Perot claims that NAFTA is a 
bad deal for American agriculture. 
False, because it eliminates the import 
licenses now imposed by Mexico. And 
for that reason a variety of farm orga
nizations-the American Farm Bureau, 
the National Corn Growers Associa
tion, the American Soybean Associa
tion, the National Pork Producers 
Council, the National Cattlemen's As
sociation, and the Rice Millers' Asso
ciation-all of these farm organizations 
support NAFTA. 

Mr. Perot suggests that the problems 
associated with the maquiladora pro
gram would be extended throughout 
the country of Mexico. False. The 
maquiladora program would be phased 
out under NAFTA. 

Mr. Perot claims that NAFTA jeop
ardizes the safety of American high
ways by permitting unsafe trucks and 
drivers from Mexico to drive in the 
United States. False. America's safety 
standards would be maintained under 
NAFTA. 

Mr. Perot claims that NAFTA would 
lower U.S. health and environmental 
standards. False. It will not do so. 

Well , Mr. Perot has been invited to 
appear before the Senate Finance Com
mittee, and I hope he comes. I would 
like to look under the hood and find 
out what his arguments are all about. 
But I think he is trying to frighten 
people, and I think this is still the 
home of the brave, and I believe Ameri
cans are in business to compete. We 

can compete in international markets 
and win, provided that we have a fair 
opportunity to compete. Right now, 
with Mexican tariffs 21/2 times ours, we 
do not have a fair opportunity to com
pete. NAFTA will change those rules, 
and it will change those rules in our 
favor. 

Mr. PACKWOOD addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
PACKWOOD], is recognized. 

NAFTA 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, the 

NAFTA debate up until last week has 
been dominated by the opponents who 
have relied upon misinformation and 
paranoia. 

Last week, the President gave a truly 
stirring address. I was intrigued that 
he was joined by three past Presidents. 
Although President Nixon was not 
there, he does support NAFTA. I was 
intrigued with the sequence. President 
Ford was there endorsing NAFTA. He 
had been defeated of course by Presi
dent Carter. President Carter was there 
and he, of course, had been defeated by 
the Reagan-Bush ticket. President 
Bush was there, and he had been de
feated by President Clinton. 

Campaigns do not necessarily do a 
lot to engender warmth and love, but 
here we had past Presidents who had 
been defeated by subsequent Presi
dents, all joining together to endorse 
the North American Free-Trade Agree
ment. Presidents from different parts 
of the country, George Bush with his 
familiar early roots in New England; 
Gerald Ford, Michigan; Jimmy Carter, 
Georgia; and Bill Clinton, of course, 
Arkansas. 

Those who had been attacking 
NAFTA have done a great disservice to 
all Americans who are legitimately 
concerned about this issue. The debate 
should focus on facts not fears. 

What I would like to focus on this 
morning, Mr. President, is the claims 
of NAFTA opponents that the NAFTA 
agreement will result in job losses and 
a flood of imports from Mexico into the 
United States. NAFTA opponents are 
seriously underestimating our capacity 
for productivity, and our present abil
ity to compete internationally. 

Opponents claim that United States 
workers cannot compete with low-wage 
countries like Mexico, and if NAFTA is 
implemented United States, factories 
will close and the jobs by the scores of 
thousands and millions will move to 
Mexico. My answer to this is, Mr. 
President, if this is true, why does not 
it happen now? Mexico's wages have al
ways been lower than ours and our 
market is already open to Mexico's 
goods. Any company that wanted to go 
to Mexico would have gone years ago. 

For all practical purposes, we have a 
one-way free trade agreement with 
Mexico now, and it is one way with 
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Mexican goods coming in. If this is a 
level playing field, our barriers are low 
and Mexico's are much higher. We are 
trying to get them down to a level 
playing field. But this is a benefit to 
us, much more than it is to Mexico. 

What NAFTA critics have failed to 
understand is that wages are not the 
principal reason companies decide to 
locate overseas. If that were true, most 
of the developing countries would be 
manufacturing superpowers, businesses 
would be fleeing in droves, to Ban
gladesh, Haiti, Pakistan, and other 
very low-wage countries. They are not. 
Rather, there are other factors that 
weigh equally if not more importantly. 
These include: American productivity. 
American workers are far more produc
tive than those of Mexico, or most 
other industrialized countries, and our 
productivity continues to rise faster 
than our trading partners. 

Last year, alone, Mr. President, the 
hourly output of U.S. workers rose 4.6 
percent. It has far exceeded the in
creases in productivity of Germany of 
0.6 percent, France of 2.9 percent, Can
ada, 4.2 percent, and Japan, which went 
backward and decreased 6.2. 

Second, infrastructure. The United 
States has a tremendous infrastructure 
of transportation and communications 
systems that are the rival of the world. 
And they are clearly far more devel
oped than they are in Mexico, or are 
likely to be in Mexico for decades to 
come. 

Third is location to market. Most 
companies like to be close to the prin
cipal market they are going to serve. 
In the North American free trade 
union, clearly the U.S. market is going 
to be the biggest market, and compa
nies will locate here. 

To demonstrate these points, let us 
consider the cost of assembling an 
automobile in Mexico and in the Unit
ed States. A recent Office of Tech
nology study determined that it was 
actually cheaper to build a car in the 
United States-$8,770--than in Mexico, 
where it was $9,180, even though labor 
costs in the United States were eight 
times higher than in Mexico. Why is 
this? One, the shipping costs from Mex
ico to the United States are high; two, 
the United States-made car could be 
built faster in a more advanced fac
tory; three, United States workers are 
more skilled. Overall, and most impor
tant, the study found that labor costs 
were a small portion of the car's total 
cost. Mexico's labor is 2 percent of the 
cost, and in the United States, it is 8 
percent of the cost. To put it another 
way, Mr. President, in the United 
States, 92 percent of the cost of build
ing the car is something other than 
labor. In Mexico, it is 98 percent. So a 
very few companies are going to move 
to Mexico for that narrow difference in 
total labor costs. 

I recently surveyed several Oregon 
companies about the argument that 

United States companies would move 
to Mexico because of labor costs. And 
what I found is that NAFTA will entice 
companies to stay put in the United 
States and actually increase their em
ployment. Here is an example: 
Freightliner is a manufacturer of large 
over-the-road trucks, the kind that you 
see hauling goods all over the country. 
In fact, they have now become the big
gest manufacturer of large trucks in 
the United States. They have two big 
plants, one in Portland and one in one 
of the Carolinas. 

In the past, in order to serve the 
Mexican market, they have shipped 
their trucks to Mexico in kit form, and 
then assembled them in Mexico and 
sold them in Mexico. They had to do 
this because of the entry and market 
rules. I emphasize that Freightliner is 
a unionized plant-the closest thing we 
have in Oregon to the auto industry. It 
is a unionized plant with high, high 
wages. Freightliner has already in
creased its market to Mexico dramati
cally. They indicate that when the 
market is fully opened, they are not 
going to move to Mexico. Rather, they 
are going to quit sending the trucks in 
kit form. They will manufacture them 
all in the United States and send them 
down there, thereby increasing their 
employment. They have started expan
sion in Oregon on the expectation of in
creasing employment. 

A second example is Landa, a Port
land manufacturer of wastewater recy
cling equipment. Between 1992 and 1993, 
Landa has seen a dramatic increase in 
sales to Mexico-from zero in 1991 to 
nearly half a million dollars in 1993. 
Because of high duties, Landa was also 
considering sending kits to Mexico for 
assembly. With the NAFTA duty reduc
tions, Landa will be able to manufac
ture the equipment entirely in Oregon 
and export to Mexico. That is what 
they plan to do. This would mean more 
jobs for Oregonians. 

So, Mr. President, Oregon companies 
have confirmed what every credible 
economic study has indicated about 
NAFTA: That after all of the misin
formation about NAFTA has been 
cleared, NAFTA will be a net job 
gainer for the United States. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mrs. HUTCHISON addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DOR

GAN). The Chair advises the Senator 
that the time from 10:30 a.m. shall be 
under the control of the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SPECTER]. 

The Chair recognizes the Sena tor 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair for 
that information. I note that the dis
tinguished Senator from Texas has a 
presentation on NAFTA following the 
sequence. I am glad to defer to her on 
the understanding that my half hour 
would begin at the time I commence. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair advises the Senator from Penn-

sylvania that the time from 10:30 to 11 
is controlled by the Senator from Mis
souri. 

The Chair further advises the Sen
ator that a unanimous-consent request 
could alter that order. 

Mr. SPECTER. I ask unanimous con
sent that the Senator from Texas may 
be permitted to speak and that my half 
hour would begin when I start to speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Texas. 

NAFTA 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Thank you, Mr. 

President. I appreciate very much the 
Senator from Pennsylvania yielding 
me a Ii ttle bit of extra time to speak 
on NAFTA. We have had a series of 
presentations this morning. I think it 
is very important, Mr. President, that 
we hear from all of the sides of 
NAFTA. Up until this point, we have 
heard a lot of anti-NAFTA talk, and it 
is time that we talk about the impor
tance of NAFT A. 

Let us look at the big picture, Mr. 
President. I think it is the most far
reaching treaty that we are going to 
take up in America for a long, long 
time to come. We are looking at our 
past Presidents-President Bush, Presi
dent Carter, President Ford-along 
with our present President, President 
Clinton, come together. They have 
looked at the global situation and what 
is happening in trade, and they have 
seen a closing Europe, and they are 
looking into the future and seeing that 
it is difficult sometimes to penetrate 
trade with Asia. 

So what should we do to make sure 
that we are competitive, that we will 
have export markets in the future? Ob
viously, we must look into our own 
hemisphere, and that is what these 
Presidents have done. 

I applaud President Clinton for car
rying on with the treaty that President 
Bush put forward, and I appreciate 
President Carter and President Ford 
and President Nixon all coming to
gether and saying that this is right for 
America. They are looking at the fu
ture, and they do understand that ex
port markets are important for jobs for 
America, and that is what we are look
ing at. So this is going to be truly a bi
partisan effort. 

Some of our opponents are saying 
that corporations are going to move to 
Mexico because the labor is cheaper 
there. There is nothing that keeps cor
porations from moving to Mexico right 
now. Some of them have done that. But 
what NAFTA does is it increases the 
economy of Mexico, wages will go up, 
and what happens when wages go up? 
When wages go up in Mexico, the peo
ple· of Mexico buy American products. 
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Right now, the average Mexican citizen 
spends $380 on American products, the 
largest amount of any average citizen 
in the world, except Japan- larger than 
Europe-and we must keep that. 
NAFTA will increase this because that 
is what we have seen happening. 

Since the trade tariffs were lowered 
with Mexico, we have gone from 12 bil
lion dollars' worth of exports to $40 bil
lion. As Senator DANFORTH pointed out 
earlier, for every $1 billion of trade 
that we have of export markets, that is 
20,000 jobs for Americans. So you can 
see that when the trade tariffs have 
gone down with Mexico, what has hap
pened? There have been 500,000 jobs cre
ated in America. That is what we are 
looking at if we continue to decrease 
the trade tariffs. We are looking at 
even larger markets, and we are look
ing at more jobs for Americans, and 
that is what we must talk about today. 

Let us ·take another of the things 
that our opponents are talking about-
the environment and the labor laws. 
They are crying about what is going to 
happen when we do not have the en
forceability. How can they even be 
thinking and say things like this be
cause, in fact, what we have now is no 
enforceability. The Rio Grande is the 
most polluted river in the entire Unit
ed States, and it is polluted without 
NAFTA. But now we have agreements. 
We have a tripartite commission that 
will have the ability to enforce the 
laws against pollution, so that now 
with NAFTA there will be a place to go 
where there will be leverage to clean 
up the Rio Grande River and to clean 
up the air in the border cities in my 
State like El Paso and other border 
cities that have been so injured. 

We will have the ability for the first 
time, if we pass NAFTA, to enforce the 
environmental laws and to enforce the 
labor laws so that we have the best 
chance that we will ever have to make 
sure that there is fair labor and that 
we can begin to clean up the environ
ment on our borders. 

The other issue that I think is very 
important is immigration. Estimates 
are we will have 1.5 million fewer im
migrants if we pass NAFTA that are il
legal coming into our country. That is 
very important. It is very important 
for all of our America, but especially 
our border States---Texas, New Mexico, 
Arizona, and California-because those 
border cities have really been burdened 
with a lot of infrastructure charges 
created by illegal immigrants. 

The cost of educating the children of 
illegal immigrants, hospital costs, be
cause they come across the border and 
they use the hospital facilities in those 
areas is high. Health care and infra
structure, highways, sewers, water 
lines, all of these things must be ex
panded when illegal immigrants come 
across our borders. 

But if we continue to build up trade 
with our partner to the south, the 

problems of illegal immigration are 
going to be reduced. This was rei ter
a ted by Leon Garcia Solar, a Mexican 
economist, who said: "If Mexico cannot 
buy, your unemployment goes up and 
your farms go under." He understands 
that if we are going to have two strong 
countries together, NAFTA is going to 
forge that alliance. 

Mr. President, NAFTA is not an end; 
NAFTA is the beginning. Our President 
and our former Presidents see that. 
There is a reason that we have a bipar
tisan effort on NAFTA, with our 
former Presidents and our present 
President coming together and saying 
this is right for America, because they 
are looking at the global view and they 
are saying NAFTA is not an end. 

What we want is a trade allianqe that 
will start in Canada and go to the tip 
of South America, so that we will have 
strong trading partners, and it will be 
in our hemisphere that we have strong 
neighbors with strong economies and 
great trading relationships. NAFTA is 
good for Mexico; it is good for the Unit
ed States; and it is good for Canada. 

So I thank you, Mr. President, and I 
especially thank the Senator from 
Pennsylvania for letting me talk about 
this very important issue. I hope that 
the people of America will be able to 
see both sides of this issue as we go 
down the way, and that they will sup
port our President, our minority lead
er, and the majority Democrats that 
are all coming together and saying 
NAFTA is good for all of us, and what 
strengthens our hemisphere is going to 
make us all stronger. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the 
floor back to the Senator from Penn
sylvania. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized 
for 30 minutes. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Chair. 

REFLECTIONS ON LILLIE SHANIN 
SPECTER'S VALUES ON THE OC
CASION OF THE 93D ANNIVER
SARY OF HER BIRTH 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, after 

attending the impressive joint session 
of Congress on March 27, 1990, com
memorating the lOOth anniversary of 
the birth of the President and General 
of the Army, Dwight D. Eisenhower, I 
thought it would be meaningful-albeit 
in a different way-to have a joint ses
sion on the lOOth anniversary of the 
birth of my father, Harry Specter, who 
represented the unique contribution of 
immigrants who settled America in the 
early 20th century. Instead, in line 
with the realities of the Congress, I 
made an extensive floor statement in 
the Senate on July 1, 1992, on the life of 
my father on the occasion of his lOOth 
birthday, noting his inspirational val
ues: love of family, education-al
though he had no formal schooling-pa
triotism, courage, sacrifice, hard work, 

commitment to do whatever was nec
essary to do the job, and an overarch
ing sense of optimism. 

Given the uncertainties of life and 
elections, I have decided to memorial
ize the life of my mother, Lillie Shanin 
Specter, today, which marks her 93d 
birthday, instead of waiting until the 
year 2000. 

In commenting on my parents, I do 
so because their lives demonstrate fun
damental values which our country 
needs to reflect on and revisit. Consid
ering the difficulties they faced, I be
lieve their accomplishments surpass 
those of my generation, although we 
have many more material possessions 
and educational degrees. My parents' 
generation lived their values; most of 
our generation give lip service to those 
values and many of the next generation 
need to be reminded of fundamental 
values. 

Reflecting on the life of my mother is 
awesome. To be meaningful, it is nec
essary to reveal some intimacies, but 
not all, in accordance with one of my 
father's wise statements: "Know what 
you say; do not say what you know." 

My mother was a beautiful redhead 
when she met my father in 1916-just 
check her pictures hanging in my Sen
ate office. Their romance was inter
rupted by World War I, when he was 
wounded in France in the Argonne For
est, carrying shrapnel in his legs for 
the rest of his life. Before he went off 
to war, Lillie Shanin gave him a pic
ture, according to my sister Shirley, 
with the inscription on the back: 
The French girls may be pretty, 

The French girls may be kind, 
But don't forget 

The girl you left so far behind. 
He did not forget; and on his return, 

he threw a way his crutches and they 
were married while he was still in uni
form. 

My mother and I had an extra special 
relationship. It was more than being 
the proverbial baby of the family, the 
last of four children. Perhaps it was a 
slight-very slight-sense of embar
rassment when my Aunt Rose Isenberg 
told me that my mother was at least 
mildly unhappy when she found she 
was pregnant with me. In the midst of 
the Depression, with three children 
ages 2 to 9, and a shortage of money in 
the Specter household, it was not so 
easy. Confronting my father with her 
concern, if not displeasure, he replied 
casually: "So there will be another pair 
of feet around the house." 

But the pair of feet always around 
the house were my mother's. She was 
al ways there for her family in every 
way-no latchkey children in our 
house. Our mother did double duty be
cause our father was a peddler-more 
fashionably today called a traveling 
salesman. He sold cantaloupes door to 
door in the summer and blankets to 
farmers in the winter. When he opened 
a junkyard when I was 7, it was in 
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Lyons, KA, which was 100 miles from 
our home in Wichita, so the family 
only saw him on weekends. That made 
him the hero when we saw him for 
Shabbos on Friday evenings, and left 
my mother with the week-long paren
tal duties. 

Their lives were like a travelog, but 
not for fun. They moved half way 
across the continent seven times-
mostly to earn a living. It was 
"Schvertsu Machen Albn," which is 
Yiddish for "it's hard to make a liv
ing." But they never complained-no 
matter how tough it was. They were 
thankful as immigrants to be in Amer
ica with opportunities for their chil
dren, if not for themselves. 

Even so, their lives were a decided 
improvement over their parents'. My 
father grew up in Russia in a one-room 
dirt floor shared by his parents, seven 
brothers and a sister. At the age of 18, 
determined to avoid the oppression of 
the czar's heel and anti-Semitism, he 
came to America. My mother immi
grated to the United States from a city 
called Lugansk in the Katrina Slav 
province near the Russo-Polish border, 
according to my aunt, Annie Kletman, 
at the age of 5 with her parents, Morde
cai and Freda Shanin, and a younger 
brother, Max. 

Mordecai Shanin sold fish on the 
streets of St. Joe, MO, and repaired 
Singer sewing machines. He died in my 
mother's arms when she was 15 and he 
was in his mid-forties, on the back 
staircase of 922 South 9th Street in St. 
Joe. Widowed with seven children, my 
grandmother maintained her pride and 
independence with all members pitch
ing in to support the Shanin family, in
cluding Lillie who left school after the 
eighth grade to work in a tablet fac
tory. 

My grandmother, Freda Myramovich 
Shanin-we called her Bubba in Yid
dish-exuded strength which my moth
er inherited and passed on-jointly, of 
course, with my father-to their chil
dren. When Bubba once saw me wearing 
bluejeans, she admonished me saying 
her sons-poor as they were-never 
wore overalls. I wonder what she would 
say today with almost the majority of 
Americans wearing jeans or overalls. 

My mother inherited her mother's 
sense of humor, notwithstanding the 
tough times. When I was about 5, sit
ting with my mother on the St. Joe 
front porch swing, it broke, and Bubba 
told me I had to pay for it. That con
cerned me greatly. Since I only 
weighed about 50 pounds, I think, con
trasted with my mother who obviously, 
weighed substantially more, I argued 
proportional responsibility. But then, 
my grandmother laughed and told me 
she was only kidding. It relieved me 
substantially. 

Bubba meticulously observed the sab
bath and Jewish traditions, passing on 
a strong sense of religious responsibil
ity to our family. There was total 

unity among Bubba's children-my 
aunts Annie, Rose and Mashie and my 
uncles, Max, Louie and Albert-perhaps 
derived from the days when they had to 
work together to survive following my 
grandfather's untimely death. When 
the entire family gathered with many 
grandchildren at 922 South 9th Street 
for the Jewish holidays, coming from · 
Wichita, Chicago, and Waco, TX, the 
grandchildren and some adults would 
sleep on the floor, but nobody minded. 
We could not afford a Holiday Inn, even 
if there had been one in those days. 

Like her mother before her, my 
mother saw to it that our home, how
ever modest, as physically comfortable 
and psychologically secure. She was al
ways at home. As each one of us would 
enter the front door, we would go 
through the ritual, as children do, of 
yelling "Mom," and back would come 
her reassuring voice-perhaps the kind 
of reassurance that is most fundamen
tal for a youngster to know who he or 
she is and where he or she stands. 

Even with our family's modest in
come, my brother Morton's closest 
friend, Donald Dushane, was a constant 
dinner guest. My sister Hilda observed 
that her friends relished an invitation 
to our dinner table because our mother 
"was willing to fashion the most intri
cate and labor intensive delicacies of 
food for our palates." My sister Shirley 
remembers our mother carrying hot 
egg sandwiches for our lunch to College 
Hill grade school in Wichita, six blocks 
away. 

Generosity and compassion were my 
mother's hallmarks. When a distant 
relative, an unmarried teenager, be
came pregnant, my mother invited her 
from Philadelphia to Phoenix so that 
the young teenage cousin could deliver, 
return to her home, resume her life, 
marry, and ultimately raise her own 
family. After her youngest sister, 
Mashie, died, my mother went to Waco 
and stayed weeks caring for Mashie's 
husband, Leslie Hoffman, and their 
four children. She looked after elderly 
neighbors-who lived next door to us in 
Wichita, the Chances, a couple in their 
nineties in Wichita-he was a Civil War 
veteran; and in Russell, our neighbors 
were the Hoovers, aged 80. She would 
drop in to see that they were all right 
and, on occasion, bring some hot soup. 

During World War II, many Jewish 
soldiers were stationed at Walker Air 
Base, 15 miles from Russell, KS, where 
we lived. Our home served as a syna
gogue during the Jewish holidays and 
an unofficial branch of the USO. The 
living room-dining room-connected 
rooms-of our home at 115 Elm Street 
bears testament to this day with a 
slanted floor when the supporting 
beams buckled under the overload 
weight of about 25 soldiers and their 
wives who attended a Passover Seder in 
1943. The house was built for a family, 
not a convention or a Seder. When my 
sister Shirley and her husband, Dr. 

Edwin Kety, were posted in a remote 
Arizona town near the Mexican border 
in the public health service, my mother 
interrupted her own activities to care 
for their children in Phoenix so they 
could maintain their Hebrew school 
education without moving away with 
their parents. 

My mother wae a prolific letter writ
er to family and friends-letters which 
people have saved for decades. Her let
ters to Joan and me would be saved for 
Saturday morning and savored around 
the family breakfast table. Our young 
sons, Shanin and Steven, would even 
interrupt their Saturday morning tele
vision cartoons-tough thing to get 
them to do, but they did it willingly
to hear their grandmother's interesting 
letters. 

She could have written a primer on 
being a model mother-in-law, a propo
sition subscribed to by all four of her 
children's spouses. Arthur Morgen
stern, Hilda's husband, praises her to 
this day, marveling at their 33-year re
lationship. Joan says she learned how 
to be a mother-in-law by example. 

Many mothers are, at least, a little 
protective of their sons when it comes 
to marriage. My wife-to-be Joan had 
her first meal at my parents' home for 
Thanksgiving less than 2 months after 
we met when she was 15. I was a much 
older man of 19, al though the 4 years 
difference in our ages has significantly 
diminished over the years. Contrary to 
what might be expected, my mother 
urged me-in fact, rather strongly to 
marry Joan some 4 years later. And our 
wedding album contains a photo of the 
traditional wedding kiss with my 
mother smiling and beaming in the 
background. That picture is worth a 
million words-really, really more. 

My parents' 45-year-old love affair 
came to an abrupt end in 1964 when my 
father had a heart attack and died on a 
trip to Israel. She returned to her 
home in Phoenix; and at the age of 64, · 
learned to drive a car and carried on 
her independent life. When I hear of 
family values, I think of our family's 
230 years of uninterrupted marriages: 
45 years for my parents; 51 years for my 
older brother Morton and Joyce Spec
ter; 50 years for Hilda and Arthur 
Morgenstern, 44 years for my sister 
Shirley and her husband Edwin Kety; 
and 40 years for Joan and me. 

As I reminisce about my mother, 
some may wonder if I am writing about 
an angel. In fact, I am. 

If she had a fault-and I am not sure 
she did-it was that she worked too 
hard. She was an immaculate house
keeper; and even after the stove was 
scoured, she would clean it again. She 
was surely busy. My brother Morton 
followed her example of extra hard 
work and never learned to play enough, 
and the same might be said of her 
other children. Or, perhaps it was the 
time sheets that we lawyers keep-
pressing us not to waste time and keep 
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track of each minute. I am glad that 
the next generation, my sons have a 
better balance on work and leisure
perhaps moderation perhaps learned 
from their mother. 

Through all the travail, my mother 
was cheerful, maintaining a home that 
was rock solid with love and perhaps 
most of all- establishing a feeling of 
confidence in her children. Some 
bumps along the way-perhaps even 
failures-were a part of life and ulti
mate success. 

Education-which our parents had 
little of-and hard work-which our 
parents had plenty of-were the ingre
dients for their children's success. Our 
parents' ambitions were wrapped up in 
their children. Considering my moth
er's struggles and the fact that my fa
ther had to walk across Europe and 
travel steerage to America, their chil
dren's ambition and motivation to suc
ceed took us on much easier paths, no 
matter what obstacles we faced. 

When I am frequently asked today 
about what motivates children, what 
should motivate children, I think in di
rect and simple terms about my moth
er and father. 

In our family, the children knew they 
had to behave and succeed because to 
do otherwise would be unthinkable, 
considering our parents' sacrifices. We 
would never do anything to embarrass 
them or do less than our very best. 

While this brief statement obviously 
cannot match the pomp and ceremony 
commemorating President Eisen
hower's centennial, it is a privilege for 
me to be in the U.S. Senate-I think 
here, significantly, or largely, or per
haps totally because of my own back
ground-and to have this opportunity 
to honor my mother on the occasion of 
her 90th birthday. 

Beyond my own personal pride I take 
this time on the Senate floor and the 
expense in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
because the life of Lillie Shanin Spec
ter is a model which should be studied 
by parents everywhere, and perhaps by 
some children as well . 

I thank the Chair. I thank my col
leagues in the Senate for the oppor
tunity to make this presentation. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

VOTING AGAINST THE REC-
OMMENDATIONS OF THE BASE 
CLOSURE COMMISSION 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I had 

commitments in Pennsylvania yester
day, visiting the hospital of the Uni-

versity of Pennsylvania, taking a look 
at the issue of needs on breast cancer 
and prostate cancer, and could not re
turn in time to participate in the de
bate on the resolution of disapproval 
on base closing, so I would like to take 
a few minutes this morning to com
ment briefly on my reasons for voting 
in favor of that resolution and against 
the recommendations of the Base Clo
sure Commission. 

I did so, Mr. President, in part be
cause I am opposed to the process. In 
fact, I was one of the few Senators who 
voted against the base closing act. It is 
and always has been my view that that 
is a job which ought to be undertaken 
by Congress. I realize in saying that 
that there have been some problems in 
the past, and there is an overriding 
concern as to the ability of Congress to 
take on the difficult job of base clos
ings. But I think it is a job we can do 
and that we should have done and that 
we should not have assigned to a com
mission under the arrangement where 
the commission makes the rec
ommendations which are virtually cer
tain to be ratified by the administra
tion and then a resolution of dis
approval is extraordinarily difficult be
cause it takes both Houses of Congress 
and, if that is vetoed, then it takes a 
two-thirds override. So once that legis
lation is passed, it is out of the hands 
of Congress. I think it is our job to do, 
I think we should have done it, and we 
should not have delegated it. 

Having been opposed to the process, I 
view with substantial skepticism what 
happens flowing from that process. 

Then representing the Common
wealth of Pennsylvania, I have had 
many, many matters which have come 
before the Base Closure Commission 
and that process. 

At the outset, Mr. President, let me 
say that I do believe the members of 
the Commission have individually done 
an outstanding and a dedicated job. I 
do not necessarily agree with their 
conclusions, but I think that the chair
man, James Courter, has worked labo
riously as have the other Commis
sioners: Peter Bowman, Beverly Byron, 
Rebecca Cox, Hansford Johnson, Harry 
McPherson, and Robert Stuart. 

I have had many dealings with the 
members of the Commission which 
have been, on a personal level, pleasant 
and cordial, and they have been accom
modating. I might note that they met 
in Newark on Mother's ·nay, and I was 
one of a number of officials from Penn
sylvania who went to Newark on Moth
er's Day to discuss their findings, and I 
traveled to Columbus, OH. They 
worked assiduously on their job. So 
that my comments and voting against 
their recommendations does not reflect 
on them individually. I repeat, I think 
they are people of the highest integrity 
and competency and did their very best 
to do the best job they could. 

I think the process is further faulty, 
Mr. President, because it does not 

allow the Congress really to get the 
basic information that it needs and the 
public to get the basic information 
that it needs and the Comptroller Gen
eral, General Accounting Office, to get 
the information which the law really 
requires. The statute says that the 
Comptroller General , the General Ac
counting Office, is to have access to all 
of the information which is used by the 
Base Closure Commission. 

In the 1991 proceedings, as it related 
to the Philadelphia Navy Yard, illus
tratively, the Navy hid material evi
dence. They concealed letters from Ad
miral Claman and Admiral Hekman 
which said that . the Navy Yard should 
be kept open. They did not turn over 
all the information, which they were 
obligated to do, to the Comptroller 
General, General Accounting Office. 
Senators like this Senator could not 
get the information. 

As a result of what I thought were 
very, very bad practices by the Depart
ment of the Navy, practices which I 
had labeled as fraudulent and in bad 
faith, they went ahead and closed the 
Navy Yard. The Base Closure Commis
sion affirmed it. And it has led to some 
very, very intensive and really bitter 
litigation with those who opposed their 
findings and those in favor of keeping 
the Navy Yard open having won two 
major decisions in the Court of Appeals 
for the Third Circuit, really remark
able decisions, based on the issue of ju
dicial review. 

It is hard, once a commission has 
acted and Congress has acted and the 
President has acted, to get the courts 
to review their action. But that, in 
fact, is what we have accomplished at 
least to date on the basis of two opin
ions by the Court of Appeals for the 
Third Circuit. There is an application 
for cert pending, but that process is 
further illustrative of the difficulties 
which I have seen in the recommenda
tions of the Commission. 

This year, when there were issues in
volved about the closing of Pennsylva
nia installations, having had the expe
rience from 1991, having found that 
there was a very material bit of infor
mation available which the Navy had 
not turned over, a group of Members 
including myself went to court to com
pel information to be turned over, get
ting a judicial order. So that my expe
rience with the process has been dis
quieting and unsatisfactory. 

Those, in essence, Mr. President, are 
the reasons why I voted to reject the 
findings of the Base Closure Commis
sion yesterday. 

I see my colleague, Senator BOND, 
has arrived in the Chamber. I believe 
he has time reserved. So I do yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MATHEWS). Let the Chair note that the 
Senator from Missouri controls the 
time until 11, and if he wishes to speak 
now, it would be in order for him to 
ask unanimous consent. 
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Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that I may be permitted 
to speak for up to 10 minutes. I do not 
need to use the entire time allotted. I 
believe others have spoken in the time 
that I had initially requested. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

HEALTH CARE REFORM 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, yesterday, 

I was in the State of Missouri, and I 
spent a good bit of time talking to peo
ple who are involved in health care for 
indigent children, people who run the 
urban health clinics that serve a great 
deal of our indigent population in the 
State of Missouri, and people at public 
hospitals. I found a couple of encourag
ing notes in those discussions. No. 1, we 
have a program in Missouri called Par
ents as Teachers that gives parents as
sistance in dealing with their newborn 
children up to the age of 3 years. 

Initially conceived as an early edu
cation program, we combined it with 
health screening for 10-to-20-month
olds. Through that screening process 
and through the visits of parent edu
cators, we found that this program pro
vides tremendous benefits in getting 
our smallest citizens into the health 
care system at a time when service and 
assistance can be most helpful to them 
and most beneficial. 

Second, we have, as I have indicated 
on this floor before, a capitation pro
gram in Medicaid in Jackson County, 
MO, the western part of the State of 
Missouri. The county is most of Kansas 
City and includes Independence and 
other cities. 

Under that program, which was set 
up as a result of the waiver I requested 
from the Health Care Financing Ad
ministration when I was Governor back 
in the early eighties, the Medicaid pa
tient is enabled to select a caregiver, 
one of two fine community health cen
ters or Truman Public Hospital, or one 
of the group of PPO's, preferred pro
vider organizations. Each month, the 
health care provider gets a set amount 
of money, a capitation payment, for 
every person enrolled in those pro
grams. 

We found that this changes the in
centive to make sure that people are 
kept well rather than treated at the 
sickest points in their lives. 

The interpretations of the data may 
differ somewhat. But most people agree 
that we have had improved health in 
the Medicaid community in Jackson 
County. Polls that we have taken of 
the Medicaid recipients show that 
those under the capitation system are 
happier than those in other parts of the 
State. And we have seen some signifi
cant million dollar savings in the sys
tem as a result of the prepayment or 
capitation, which puts an emphasis on 
preventive care and keeping people 
well. 

I mention that program because I am 
going to talk in a minute about financ
ing health care. One of the ways we 
have to do that, I think, is by making 
savings in the system that we now 
have. I believe we can make savings by 
moving to ca pi ta ti on in Medicaid. The 
Health Care Financing Administration 
estimates about $42 billion can be 
saved over 6 years, and I think it can 
make people healthier. 

But let me talk about the concerns. 
One of the concerns that was raised 
was whether existing community 
heal th centers and urban clinics would 
continue to be served. I assured the 
people who ran those clinics that it 
was my intention, and I believe it is 
the intention of the administration and 
others who are pursuing health care re
form, not to get rid of the institutions 
that are doing an excellent job serving 
the population, but rather to provide 
universal access and provide the fund
ing resources for the indigent popu
lation and others so that they can pay 
for those services and lessen the need 
for public subsidies. 

I suggested also under a competitive 
system, those clinics, those health cen
ters that have been serving people in 
the area would certainly be most likely 
to attract that same group as their cli
ents under the new system. Certainly, 
the system that we have proposed on 
this side of the aisle would encourage 
that. I will do everything I can to 
make sure that any system we set up 
does promote that kind of competition 
and the utilization of good entities 
where they exist. 

The second point I heard, which was 
raised with some great deal of skep
ticism, is how are you going to finance 
it? This is going to be an expensive 
business. Health care reform is too im
portant to make vague or overly opti
mistic assumptions. Several public of
ficials I talked to yesterday were skep
tical of the cost savings and the financ
ing that we talked about. We need to 
be able to reform the system. We must 
be committed to assuring universal ac
cess. But we should not promise more 
than can be delivered. 

I talked to an expert in the. field, who 
had been an official in a previous 
Democratic administration. He chided 
me because he thought our savings, the 
ones we projected in our plan, were too 
optimistic. I pointed out to him that 
the savings which are rumored to be in
cluded in the administration bill are 
even more significant, and the prom
ises for additional service and coverage 
are even more generous. 

He shared a very great deal of skep
ticism that some leaders in this body 
have expressed. I read in the paper over 
the weekend and heard on weekly talk 
shows: We cannot assume too much. 
We should err on the side of caution, of 
overestimating costs and under
estimating savings. 

I think the plan we put forward and 
offered as a discussion point recognizes 

the difficulties in estimating health 
care and errs on the conservative side. 
Thus, we save and expand care, and we 
believe we can demonstrate savings. 
We believe that we can save $213 billion 
over the next 5 years by slowing the 
growth of Medicaid and Medicare. We 
then apply those funds to a sliding 
scale of assistance: 100 percent vouch
ers for those at the poverty level or 
under, and we hope at least partial 
vouchers, at least, up to 200 percent of 
poverty. 

We also believe there are other sav
ings, an additional $57 billion through 
other reforms. But we do not count 
them until they occur. Let me t ell you 
why. Congress and its estimators have 
been woefully off the mark in estimat
ing health care costs. For example, the 
1990 budget agreement; we all joined 
hands and pr ojected that $45 billion 
would be saved in Medicare and Medic
aid as a result of the agreement. Now, 
just 3 years later, technical reesti
mates in Medicare and Medicaid have 
not only obliterated the "savings," 
they have, in fact, increased the deficit 
in those two programs over the fiscal 
years 1991-96 period by $120 billion. 

I do not know whether it was Yogi 
Berra or somebody like Will Rogers 
who said: You can make predictions so 
long as they are not about the future. 
I think t hey might have been right if 
they were t alking about health care es
timates. The key to reforms and the es
timating of t hem is the effect that re
form is going to have on behavior of 
patients and consumers; are they going 
to consume m ore or are they going to 
consume less? And on doctors and hos
pitals; how will they react to the 
changes being proposed? Will they gain 
in the system? Will they overdiagnose 
or evaluate patients coming in to treat 
them as sicker? Will jobs be lost? How 
quickly will premiums and costs be 
lowered? Will savings from lower pre
miums be translated into higher 
wages? Will new jobs occur? How many 
people will take advantage of new cov
erage? 

These are just some of t he questions 
we must ask. We must keep in mind 
that one of the primary objectives of 
this entire reform is to rein costs in for 
families, small businesses, and govern
ments. Thus we know what new bene
fits will cost and what savings are rea l
istic. 

The bottom line is simple. How the 
plans will pay for themselves is as im
portant as what is in the plan. Con
gress and the President cannot promise 
things we cannot deliver. 

Mr. President, passing health care re
form will be difficult enough. I will be 
addressing this issue later. 

I also ask unanimous consent to in
clude in the RECORD at this point the 
Monday, September 13, Washington 
Post editorial entitled " The Cost of 
Health Care Reform. " I commend it to 
those of my colleagues who may not 
have read it. 
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There being no objection, the mate

rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 13, 1993] 
THE COST OF HEALTH C ARE REFORM 

In trying to sell its reinventing govern
ment and health care plans, the administra
tion needs to be careful not to destroy a 
major asset. The asset is its credibility in 
making budget estimates. When the presi
dent named the leading member of his eco
nomic team last year-Lloyd Bentsen as 
Treasury secretary, Leon Panetta and Alice 
Rivlin as budget officers-he sent a message. 
The message was that in his administration 
the basic estimates would be honest. The def
icit would no longer be a political toy. They 
would treat neither the estimating process 
nor the programs that depend upon it with 
contempt, as had his two predecessors. His 
nominees were his handshake on that. 

That seriousness of purpose helped the 
president in the budget debate. There were 
lots of battles over the numbers the adminis
tration used in describing its program. What 
was the proper baseline or starting point to 
use in calculating how much new deficit re
duction the president was proposing? Was it 
a $450 billion plan or a $500 billion plan over 
five years, and how did the savings divide be
tween tax increases and spending cuts? How 
should a hybrid proposal like the one to re
duce the net cost of Social Security by sub
jecting a larger share of benefits to the in
come tax be classified, as tax increase or 
benefit reduction? There were disputes as 
well about the likely effects on economic 
growth of some of the administration's pro
posals. But at some basic level even oppo
nents agreed that the president's plan was 
real in that it would achieve about the 
amount of deficit reduction the administra
tion said it would. To beat it, the opponents 
had to come up with one that was equally 
real, and they couldn' t. That above all was 
why he won. 

The claims that are being made for the re
inventing government plan, or some of them, 
are much less solid. The overselling has al
ready weakened the plan, not strengthened 
it. The debate has shifted in part from the 
ideas in the plan, which are generally good, 
to the savings estimates, which are exagger
ated. Even administration allies say the plan 
is overblown. Among their · fears: That Re
publican and other critics will take the 
president up on the estimates and try to hold 
the administration to savings that the plan 
can' t support. 

The reinventing government issue is less 
important than the one with regard to 
health care. The health care plan involves 
the possible restructuring not of a list of 
government programs but of a seventh of the 
economy. The administration has lately 
seemed to be saying in its zeal that it will be 
possible to achieve great gains in health care 
reform at minimal cost. At the federal level, 
the background briefers suggest, reform will 
not require a major tax increase and, indeed, 
will help to produce a major spending cut. 
The cut in existing health care costs will be 
so large that it will help not only to finance 
universal health care coverage but also to re
duce the deficit-and all without a reduction 
in existing health care benefits. 

Will it really be that easy? To get to uni
versal coverage the administration would for 
the first time require employers to help pay 
the cost of a basic insurance package for all 
employees. The requirement won't show up 
in the federal accounts as a payroll tax but 
standing alone would have the same effects; 

it would depress both employment and 
wages. To ease these effects on smaller busi
nesses and lower-paid workers particularly, 
the administration would provide subsidies. 
It would subsidize coverage for the rest of 
the uninsured as well-those not covered by 
current government programs who are not in 
the workforce. To finance the subsidies, the 
administration would basically try to sup
press all health care costs by imposing, not 
price controls, but payment controls. It 
would limit annual increases in both private 
health insurance premiums and public pay
ments through Medicare and the system for 
the non-elderly needy with which it would 
replace Medicaid. The bet is that a reorga
nized health care industry would be able to 
provide the same quality of care it does 
today to more people for less money. A fur
ther and in some ways bigger bet is that 
Medicare and Medicaid are as squeezable as 
the private health care system. Not everyone 
thinks they are. If they aren' t, the presi
dent's financing plan falls flat; the govern
ment would not be able to cut them enough 
to recover its costs. 

We don't know enough at this point to say 
either yes or no. What we do know is that, on 
this one, the president needs to make sure. 
To underfinance this plan- to err on the 
sunny side in making the long-term esti
mates in order to win some short-term sup
port-would be a huge and tragic mistake. 
The president can't afford to give the green
eyeshade people a veto over health care re
form. But this is one on which he can't afford 
to succumb to temptation, either. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield the 
remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wisconsin is recognized. 

TERMINATION OF SPACE STATION 
FUNDING 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I 
would like to speak in morning busi
ness to lend my support to the amend
ment that we will be taking up later 
today offered by the Senator from Ar
kansas to terminate funding for the 
space station program. 

For, me this is not a debate on the 
scientific merits of the space station 
only, or just a debate about space ex
ploration in general. Rather, this de
bate and that which will follow is 
whether we are really serious about re
ducing our Nation's deficit. 

I am not an opponent of the space 
station itself; nor of the research that 
is promised to take place on it; nor any 
of NASA's efforts, for that matter. 
What I am an opponent of is our un
willingness to take our Nation's spiral
ing debt seriously. 

The supporters of the space station 
frame this debate in terms of the fu
ture. A group calling themselves Save 
Our Space Station wrote to me just 
last week stating: 

America cannot afford to turn its back on 
its future. 

NASA has stated, in a document en
titled "Why the Space Station Makes 
Sense" that: 

Space flight itself is one critical compo
nent of our ability to invest in the future 
and enrich the lives of our children. 

The future and all of the potential re
search benefits of the space station 
supposedly weigh in on the support the 
space station side of the equation, I am 
told. My children will benefit; your 
children will benefit. In fact, all future 
Americans will supposedly reap the 
benefits of this effort. 

This certainly seems to make sense 
at first-but then you have to remem
ber, what about the enormous debt we 
are leaving our children and future 
generations? Is not our struggle with 
how to reduce the deficit about the fu
ture also? 

The first thing that comes to mind 
when I think of the future in America 
is not space, but the tremendous finan
cial debt we will be leaving our chil
dren-and, most likely, grand
children-to deal with. How much of 
the Federal budget will it take to serv
ice the Nation's debt by the time the 
space station is up and running. How 
many critical programs will be choked 
out by the need to continue to pour bil
lions into paying the interest on our 
national debt? 

It is important to remember that we 
are not only imposing upon future gen
erations the obligation to continue to 
pay off the debts that we have accrued; 
this crushing burden will also deny 
them the opportunity to make their 
own policy decisions. The decisions we 
make here today, such as continuing 
funding of the space station, may well 
effectively cut off the opportunity of 
future generations to make their own 
policy decisions. I think that is wrong 
and a denial of their generation's op
portunity to make their own mark. 

To me, the future also brings to mind 
a young couple going out to buy their 
first home-the so-called American 
dream. In order to purchase the home, 
you first have to make a large down
payment, usually. That is what I think 
we did last month right before the re
cess in passing the President's deficit 
reduction plan -a $500 billion down
payment on our deficit problem. This 
downpayment on deficit reduction con
sisted of an equal share of painful 
spending cuts and taxes. 

The American people are now asking 
for more spending cu ts to go along 
with those initial cuts and those taxes. 
Like the young couple buying their 
first home, they realize you cannot 
stop with the downpayment if you are 
serious about reducing the deficit, or if 
you are serious about purchasing a 
home. You also have to make your 
monthly mortgage payments. 

By voting for this amendment, you 
will be making at least a $2.1 billion 
payment toward deficit reduction for 
this year alone. Call it our September 
deficit reduction payment. It could 
turn out to be an even greater payment 
toward reducing this deficit if we are 
successful in terminating, or at least 
delaying, the space station altogether. 

I do not want to make any estimate 
on what the entire savings would be 
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today, because I am not sure if anyone 
can tell us for sure how much this pro
gram will eventually cost the Amer
ican people to place in space and then 
operate after permanent occupancy. 

It is this inability to calculate the 
future costs, whether it be on account 
of the rushed redesign efforts, the his
toric cost overruns of the program, or 
the inherent difficulty in predicting 
the technical challenges and risks asso
ciated with such a complicated engi
neering fete, that further convinces me 
to oppose the funding for this project 
at this time. 

There is also talk of the space sta
tion being a symbol of international 
cooperation. It is . said that not only 
will our astronauts link up with the 
Russian Mir Station and train for fu
ture space station operations, but one 
design would have us working together 
with the Russians in the actual build
ing of the station, culminating in an 
international joint effort with the Eu
ropean Community, the Canadians, and 
Japanese as well. Any effort at inter
national cooperation is commendable. 
However, perhaps we can teach the new 
Russian Government a different lesson 
first-a lesson in fiscal responsibility. 

I thank Senator BUMPERS for taking 
the lead in the drive for deficit reduc
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. I yield the floor. 

NAFTA 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I will 

take only 5 minutes in morning busi
ness. I must say I have listened this 
morning to the discussion of NAFTA 
and the Mexico trade agreement. 

I am reminded of a song, when I hear 
this debate, by Bob Wills of the Texas 
Playboys, a Texas swing band in the 
thirties, with the verse: 

The little bee sucks the blossom, 
But the big bee gets the honey; 
The little guy picks the cotton, 
And the big guy gets the money . 

If you strip away all of the chaff on 
this issue, this is about little guys and 
big guys. That is what this trade policy 
is about. Those who support the Mexico 
trade agreement say this will expand 
jobs. They want to create opportunity, 
they want to expand trade, they want 
to help Mexico, and they want to build 
a North American trade alliance. They 
are the ones, they say, with new vision 
for new opportunity. Their character
ization of those of us who oppose it is 
that we are opposed to change, and we 
cannot see the future, they seem to 
suggest. We are the ones who "just do 
not get it." 

We are, in the words of many of 
them, protectionists, isolationists, 
xenophobes. If you step back, in fact, 
from the television ads now supporting 
the trade agreement with Mexico-you 
have seen them in the last few days-

step back from the ads, with the flags 
furling in the background in the gentle 
breeze, with the "Battle Hymn of the 
Republic," or whatever it is they are 
playing, that make it seem like this is 
an all-American policy, step back, 
strip all of that away and look at this 
policy nakedly. 

In its naked truth, this policy with 
Mexico is nothing new. It is no change. 
It is the same policy cadaver on trade 
that we have had forever in this t own. 
It is a failed trade strategy at its core. 
It is more of the same that has given 
us record trade deficits and an erosion 
of our manufacturing jobs. At its roots, 
it is America's corporations telling us 
this is a global economy and they 
must, therefore, decide to produce else
where and sell back here. They want to 
find a way to produce where they can 
access $1 an hour labor and access our 
marketplace in return. 

Some of the discussions today about 
this issue have said, well, Japan has 
done that. They have been manufactur
ing in Thailand. Yes, but it is interest
ing, they keep their market pretty 
much closed. So they manufacture in 
Thailand not to ship back to Japan, 
but to ship elsewhere in the world. 
That is not what will happen with Mex
ico. This sets up a competition between 
us and Mexico for jobs, and when that 
happens, we lose because we cannot 
and should not compete for $1 an hour 
labor. 

If we were talking about a staging 
area for exports to the rest of the 
world, maybe that is a trade agreement 
we can talk about. But that is not what 
is being discussed with Mexico. They 
say, well, Mexico now has a trade sur
plus, or we have a trade surplus with 
them. Sure. If you close another plant, 
the surplus will be bigger. Close plants 
and move them to Mexico, and our 
trade surplus will grow. Is that a sign 
of economic health? Not where I come 
from, it is not. 

Some say, well, at its roots, let us 
help the Mexican economy. That is 
fine. The question is: Where is that on 
the priorities? I come from a rural 
economy in this country. My home 
county, Hettinger County, ND, has lost 
20 percent of its population in the last 
decade. If you are a small business 
there, you are trying to do business in 
a depression. If we want to help some
body, at least in my book, those rural 
counties in America that are shrinking 
like prunes deserve help at least as a 
priority versus the Mexican economy. 

Jobs. The principal study purporting 
to push the NAFTA agreement, the 
Huffbrauer-Schott study, does two 
things. It measures new jobs created by 
American exports to Mexico. That does 
not make much sense, because some of 
the exports are simply shipping plants. 
That means we lose jobs. Nonetheless, 
they count them as new jobs. Interest
ingly enough, the same study does not 
talk about displaced jobs by Mexican 

imports back to the United States. Is 
that not an interesting omission? 

Second, two-thirds of the new invest
ment in Mexico now comes from the 
United States. The principal study says 
none of the new investment in Mexico 
after this trade agreement will come 
from the United States. What problem 
do we have in this country? A need for 
new investment. We in this country 
have an investment deficit. 

What are we talking about doing, 
trying to create conditions for new in
vestment in Mexico and denying it in 
the principal studies trying to sell t his 
plan. 

This is a bad trade agreement. It 
ought to be killed. We ought t o decide 
to kill it and start over. 

I am not suggesting we should not 
have a trade agreement. I am saying 
what we ought to have is a trade agree
ment that has two fundamental prin
ciples: Fair trade rules and open mar
kets. Any trade agreement with any
body in this world should establish 
those two principles. We demand fair 
trade rules so that the trade between 
the two countries is fair, and we de
mand open markets so that markets 
are open. If those principles are in
volved in any trade agreement you will 
find me supporting it, but regrettably 
that is not the case with this agree
ment. 

I intend to speak at greater length on 
this NAFTA agreement soon. And I 
might say t his country will be signifi
cantly advantaged if this discussion 
about trade will become a central dis
cussion about where this country 
wan ts to move in the area of trade. We 
will and should have, in my judgment, 
a national debate about trade policy so 
that we can talk in a significant way 
about this country's future. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Idaho is recognized. 

RANGELAND REFORM INITIATIVE 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President , there are 

two i terns I wish to discuss with the 
Senate this morning that I think are 
very appropriate at this time, espe
cially one that falls immediately upon 
the heels of an action we took last 
week when we voted on the Interior ap
propriations bill. We voted 59 to 40 in 
favor of placing a moratorium on this 
administration's proposal to imple
ment their concept of rangeland reform 
1994, which is better known as an in
crease in the grazing fees. 

During the debate over that issue 
last week, I think it became obvious t o 
anyone listening that it was a much 
larger issue than just increasing graz
ing fees on public land grazing; that 
the administration and the Depart
ment of the Interior had proposed a 
much broader approach from citizen 
participation and a blocking of the 
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right of that kind of participation 
which was historically there with what 
we called grazing boards or advisory 
boards with the actual proposal to con
fiscate private property that might be 
on those public grazing lands or water 
rights that might be held on those 
lands. We voted last week saying to 
this administration no, do not proceed 
without direct congressional input into 
that issue. We thought it was very im
portant, by a very substantial vote. 

It was during that time that I intro
duced two internal memos in to the 
RECORD. One of them said-and it was a 
memo to the Secretary-that grazing 
fees were only a straw man to draw at
tention away from management issues, 
that it was management issues that we 
were really interested in. And then 
they went on to say that they had to, 
if you will, cook the statistics to make 
things look bad on the public range 
when, in fact, a statement from the 
memo proposed that the public range 
was in better shape than at any point 
in a century. All of those i terns were 
entered into the RECORD. 

Now, I have been made aware of a 
new memo from the Director of the Bu
reau of Land Management, Jim Baca, 
to all of the State directors of the BLM 
across the Western public grazing 
States. He says: 

The bottom line is this: We will deliver on 
grazing reform-both to increase grazing fees 
and improve our on-the-ground man
agement--
-if you will. And he said that: 
We are going to do this no matter what the 

House or the Senate says. 
In other words, we do not care what 

they do. We are going to do it our way. 
Just last week in a very large vote 

the Senate said to the Interior Depart
ment you must involve us. There must 
be public hearings. There has to be a 
public process here. 

Immediately following that vote, the 
night afterward, Jim Baca, Director, 
says to the Senate and to the House we 
do not give a darn what you do; we are 
going to do it our way. 

I think last week we found out that 
their way was a major takeover of the 
public lands in a way that Westerners 
certainly do not want to see it, and I 
think a way that nationally we do not 
want to see it. We want to maintain 
the kind of working cooperative rela
tionship that we have had on our pub
lic lands of the West with the Depart
ment of the Interior and with those 
people who obtain leases for access for 
grazing and other public purposes. 

So, Mr. Baca, hear me, and hear me 
again, and hear the U.S. Senate: When 
we spoke last week, we spoke for in
volvement, not a walk-away or not a 
suggestion that no matter what the 
Senate or the House does you will do it 
your way. Let us meet. We will be 
meeting this afternoon with the Sec
retary of the Interior to build upon a 
cooperative relationship. 

EPA CLEANUP RULING 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, one other 

item. On the front page of the Wall 
Street Journal today a little mining 
community in Idaho named Triumph is 
fighting to not become a Superfund 
site. 

Citizens there rallied, hired scientists 
to find out that all of the figures that 
EPA had arrived at in study of water, 
ground water, toxic levels and all of 
that were false, that EPA might have 
been fixing the records to try to find a 
Superfund site near a very important 
national recreation site to build an 
issue. 

I say to the director of the EPA, read 
the Wall Street Journal today and read 
the front page. I will enter that article 
in the RECORD with unanimous consent 
at the conclusion of my remarks. 

The article in the Wall Street Jour
nal tells the true story of the citizens 
of Triumph in trying to work with EPA 
in a cooperative fashion, not to destroy 
a community as most all Superfund 
sites do, but to assure its long-term 
stability. My congratulations to the 
citizens of Triumph, ID. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the article to which I have 
referred be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 21, 
1993] 

FOR THESE RESIDENTS, EPA CLEANUP RULING 
MEANS PARADISE LOST 

(By Tony Horwitz) 
TRIUMPH, ID-Dan Tucker lives at the epi

center of what the Environmental Protec
tion Agency believes may be the most haz
ardous waste site in the U.S. 

" It's paradise," he says, setting on his 
back porch in this scenic former mining 
town near Sun Valley. 

Mr. Tucker, 43 years old, gazes at the hills, 
sipping well water in which the EPA has 
found high lead levels. He uses the same 
water to hose down a plastic "Slip Slide" for 
his two young daughters to flop on, face 
first, and skid across a yard that the EPA 
says is laced with lead and arsenic. 

Flanking Mr. Tucker's home-once the ma
chine shop for a lead and silver mine-lie 
piles of contaminated waste. On dry summer 
days, the wind sweeps the dust onto nearby 
homes and gardens. The EPA even found 
heavy metals inside the Tuckers' vacuum 
cleaner. 

NOT IN MY BACKYARD 
Yet the fence-builder, like his neighbors, 

says he isn't putting his family at risk. "My 
girls are fine, the dog's healthy, the lawn 
looks good and I'm no more demented than I 
was when I came here 21 years ago," he says, 
making light of lead's impact on IQ levels. "I 
wish they would just leave us alone." 

The EPA isn't cooperating. The agency has 
nominated Triumph for Superfund cleanup 
and conveyed on it an initial risk rating that 
exceeds any ever given to one of the nation's 
1,200-odd Superfund sites, including Times 
Beach, Mo., and Love Canal in New York. 

Braced for battle against Triumph's toxins, 
the EPA has been ambushed instead by Tri
umph's inhabitants- all 46 of them. Resi-

dents insist that Triumph's lead and arsenic 
are much less poisonous to them than the 
prospect of backhoes and bureaucrats taking 
over their town. 

They also intend to defend every clod of 
contaminated soil. "We look like we 're a 
bunch of hick& in the sticks that the EPA 
can just mow over," says Wendy Collins, · a 
local activist. "But I don't think it will look 
so good when housewives start chaining 
themselves to bulldozers. " 

BEAT UP AND BEAUTIFUL 
Triumph, named for a century-old mining 

claim, is both stunning and badly scarred. 
Nestled on the floor of a 6,000-foot-high can
yon, the town's 17 homes-mostly former 
miners' cottages-ring a moonscape of mine 
tailings that locals call "the black sand." On 
one side of town runs a river, thick with bea
ver; on the other soars a mountain of mine 
waste, topped by abandoned machinery and 
the ruins of a mine that opened in 1882. 

This setting has kept land affordable and 
drawn residents so eccentric that they jok
ingly suggest Triumph as the set for a TV se
ries called "Western Exposure." When the 
mine closed in 1957, a religious cult called 
"the Saucer People" moved in, awaiting the 
return of Christ on a flying saucer. Then 
came refugees of the 1960s counterculture, 
many of whom remain. 

Typical is Ms. Collins, a tailor and non
denominational minister from California 
who calls herself an ex-hippie and New Age 
environmentalist. "Before," she says, 
" whenever the EPA nailed some corrupt con
tractor, I used to go, 'Yeah!'" 

All that began to change two years ago, 
when the EPA came to town. The agency 
held a meeting to warn residents that their 
air, soil and water were badly fouled. Experts 
from Atlanta explained-hQw childhood expo
sure to lead could lower IQ, while arsenic 
might poison residents or cause cancer. 

Heidi Heath, who hosted the meeting in 
her garage, says that for months afterward, 
" I would lie awake at night, crying." As the 
mother of two young girls, she says, "I kept 
blaming myself, thinking, 'What have I done 
to my children?'" 

She also felt trapped. Since the EPA's ar
rival, banks have refused loans to residents 
and real-estate agents say the threat of a 
Superfund listing makes houses here almost 
unsalable. · 

"We're lower-middle class, our property is 
everything," says Ms. Heath, a seamstress 
and part-time bookkeeper. 

But soon after that first meting, Triumph 
experienced another shock. Blood and urine 
tests showed that residents' lead and arsenic 
levels were normal-and well below those in 
big cities. Adults who grew up in Triumph, 
often playing in the black sand, also showed 
no 1ll effects. 

Moreover, all but one retest of the town's 
well failed to show signs of high lead con
tent. With her bookkeeper's eye, Ms. Heath 
also began to notice errors. For instance, the 
EPA issued identical, alarming results from 
soil tests taken all across town. "You were 
inadvertently given the wrong sample re
sults for your property," the agency wrote in 
a follow-up mailing. 

A'ITITUDE PROBLEM 
Such flubs made Ms. Heath wonder how 

many other errors were in the symbols and 
charts that the residents couldn't under
stand. She also was irked by the EPA's atti
tude. When she and other parents offered 
their children's baby teeth-which have been 
used to study lead exposure elsewhere-the 
EPA refused, saying such research must 
await "another phase." 
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Chris Field, the EPA's on-site coordinator, 

concedes that " certain errors" have been 
made. " But overall, we stand behind our 
data," he says. That data clearly suggests to 
the EPA that the toxins may imperil resi
dents, particularly children. 

Mr. Field adds that health tests-four so 
far- aren' t conclusive because they only 
show recent exposure. " We're the Environ
mental Protection Agency , not the Environ
mental Reaction Agency, " he says. "It's our 
job to protect health, not wait for adverse 
health before we act." 

Unconvinced, Triumph has chosen to mobi
lize and found an appropriately unorthodox 
leader in Donna Rose, a 47-year-old art deal
er who keeps a shotgun by her kitchen door 
and who dresses in baggy sweatshirts and 
Technicolor tights. 

HEAVY READING 

Armed with a video camera, Ms. Rose vis
ited other Superfund sites and gathered tes
timony about the program's history of cost 
and time overruns. She plowed through texts 
such as "Basic Toxicology" to find studies 
that cast doubt on the EPA's stance. And she 
thrust it all on her neighbors, many of whom 
now discuss "the Michigan swine study on 
bioavailability" as easily as they do the 
weather. 

Ms. Rose also has swayed Idaho's congress
men, and found lawyers and scientists will
ing to give free advice. The result: When the 
EPA formally requested " public comment" 
this summer on its proposed Superfund list
ing, Triumph fired back almost 1,000 pages, 
arguing that the EPA had grossly exagger
ated the risk to the town. 

" I haven't run into this strong and orga
nized an opposition in my time at the EPA," 
says Michelle Pirzadeh, a 10-year veteran at 
the agency's Seattle office. 

Almost every adult in Triumph signed the 
anti-Superfund petition, and a door-to-door 
tour of the town turns up no dissenters. 
While some residents say they would accept 
a limited cleanup-a cap on the mine 
tailings, for instance-they oppose the open
ended, multimillion-dollar process triggered 
by a Superfund listing. 

" Would you hire a contractor who has no 
references of a successful job well done, has 
never come in at cost, and who spends most 
of his money on legal fees?" asks 50-year-old 
Ms. Collins, the activist, voicing common 
criticisms of Superfund. 

The EPA's Mr. Field says the agency wants 
to avoid a confrontation, But the EPA has no 
choice other than to press ahead, in part be
cause a Superfund listing is the only way to 
free funds for further study. " We're locked 
in, " he says. 

"COULD BE SOME ANARCHY" 

So, too, it seems, are Triumph residents. 
While a final decision on the Superfund list
ing still is months away , the EPA hopes to 
start an emergency cleanup of residents ' 
yards, perhaps as early as this fall. If it goes 
ahead, Triumph resident Chris Klick warns 
that " there could be some anarchy here." 

Mr. Klick, 46, who owns a sheet-metal 
workshop, says he " went out and bought 
1,000 rounds of 9mm [ammunition]- that's 
my public comment." If the EPA approaches 
his yard, he says, "I'm going to be standing 
at the gate with a gun. That's the way of the 
West." 

He doesn't plan to shoot anyone, but he 
does intend to hold his ground, forcing the 
EPA to call out the National Guard. (Others 
say they will do the same by blocking the 
road with snowmobiles or chaining them
selves to trees. ) Mr. Klick 's reasoning is typ-
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ical. The health tests and reading he has 
done have convinced him that the toxins in 
Triumph are hard to ingest, and even harder 
to clean up-though both points remain sub
ject to scientific debate. And he feels that 
whatever risk does exist must be weighed 
against the otherwise healthy environment 
Triumph offers, with its lack of city smog, 
stress and crime. 

In the end, he adds, the fight boils down to 
a " very American principle"- the right to 
choose, and accept the consequences. For 
now, folks in Triumph are doing just that. 
Ms. Rose, the art dealer, enjoys wind-surfing 
across the ponds that form on the mine 
tailings. Others keep tilling their gardens, 
joking about huge "mutant" carrots, and 
about ice cubes that sink because of all the 
lead. 

As for Mr. Klick, lead and arsenic pale be
side other risks. " I ski down avalanche 
chutes, I race dune buggies in the desert, I 
ride a motorcycle, I hunt," he says. "Living 
in Triumph is the safest thing I do." 

Mr. · CRAIG. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

The Senator from Texas is recog
nized. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, under 
the previous order, I had 10 minutes. I 
think we are going to run out of time 
here. I would like to take just 5 min
utes. 

I will ask unanimous consent that I 
might speak for 5 minutes as if in 
morning business at this point. We will 
go back into consideration of the 
Bumpers amendment, and I see our 
dear colleague from Alabama is here 
and wishes to speak. 

So I ask unanimous consent that I 
might speak for 5 minutes as if in 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

HEALTH CARE 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I want 

to start today talking about health 
care. I intend to continue this discus
sion every morning for the next week 
to talk about our problems in the 
health care area, but I would like to 
start today by talking about the need 
for a reality check in the heal th care 
debate and a reality check for both 
Democrats and Republicans. 

One of the things that has been lost 
as we move toward the President an
nouncing his heal th care plan tomor
row is that one of the two driving pur
poses of reforming the heal th care sys
tem, and by far the more urgent, was 
the explosive cost of medical care in 
general and the cost to the American 
taxpayer of Medicare and Medicaid in 
particular. 

The explosion of Medicare and Medic
aid costs have created the bulk of the 
deficit problem in American Govern
ment and have taught the whole Na
tion a lesson in compound interest. If a 
program grows at 10 or 12 or 15 percent 
a year it does not take very long until 

it destroys the fabric of a budget that 
is having to pay for it. 

The reality check I think is needed is 
that when the President started to 
bring together experts from around the 
country, the focus was on cost savings. 
But now as we are beginning to get to 
see the President's package, what has 
happened is that the President is pro
posing a massive expansion in benefits, 
a standard coverage package which will 
guarantee every American a standard 
coverage of insurance that greatly ex
ceeds the coverage that many Ameri
cans have today, the extension of cov
erage to 37 million people who are cur
rently not covered, at least by some 
definition, the inclusion of dental care 
as an insured benefit, pharmaceutical 
coverage, nursing home care, long-term 
care, and alcohol and drug abuse. 

My point is this, Mr. President: 
Those are wonderful things. Those are 
things that we would like everybody to 
have, but we started this debate be
cause we cannot pay for the benefits 
that are currently guaranteed. And I 
am very concerned that when we are 
looking at guaranteeing all these new 
benefits before any savings have been 
produced by this plan, we are locking 
ourselves into a program for which 
there is not enough money in the world 
to fund it. 

As the process has gotten underway, 
we now have proposals coming from 
the Republican side of the aisle that 
seek to guarantee fewer benefits than 
the President but more benefits than 
we currently cover. My suggestion is 
that we have a simple rule which says 
you cannot spend money until you save 
it. The President is talking about a 
massive expansion, $700 billion of costs, 
and he is basically tying all those new 
benefits and all that new spending to a 
belief that by having the Government 
take over and basically run heal th care 
purchasing in America, we are going to 
save money to pay for all these things. 
This heal th care purchasing coopera
tive is a little bit like a five-legged ani
mal. It may work, but it is funny we do 
not see any of them in nature. 

This is a totally unproven concept. In 
fact, try as I may to find some real 
world example in America, the closest 
example I can find is the Defense De
partment. 

The Defense Department is the only 
buyer of defense goods in America. And 
the President is saying, by making the 
Government, through these health care 
collectives, the only buyer of health 
care, that they are going to be able to 
eliminate duplication and control 
costs. I ask my colleagues, if in fact 
Government can do that, why does the 
B-2 bomber cost so much money? 

So my point this morning is that we 
need a good dose of cold reality. The 
debate about health care is largely a 
debate about exploding costs, about 
our inability to fund Medicare and 
Medicaid. Before we create all these 
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new wonderful benefits, would it be 
beneficial for Democrats and Repub
licans to have to prove that their pro
posals will actually save enough money 
to pay for these new benefits? 

My fear is, if we add these benefits, 
we will never be able to take them 
away, and we may succeed, in one bill, 
in finally bankrupting the Government 
and at the same time destroying the 
greatest medical care system that the 
world has ever known. 

So, my suggestion is this. When we 
adopt health care reform, let us not 
spend money on new programs until we 
have proven that we have the cash in 
hand from proven savings. Let us also 
preserve the ability of the consumer to 
choose. 

If having a Government-run health 
care system is good and saves money, 
let us give people the right to choose to 
see if they want to engage in it. If it is 
so good, I thin.k people will choose it. 
My guess is it will not be so good, and 
they will not choose it, and we will re
joice that we have preserved our free
dom to choose, which is what being an 
American has always been about. 

I yield the remainder of my time. 

IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE 
IS TODAY'S BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the Fed
eral debt stood at $4,389,958,226,339.71 as 
of the close of business on Friday, Sep
tember 17. Averaged out, every man, 
woman, and child in America owes a 
part of this massive debt, and that per 
capita share is $17,090.93. 

NAFTA 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, in offer

ing his support for the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement, former Presi
dent Reagan compared tearing down 
the trade wall with Mexico to the tear
ing down of the Berlin Wall. He was 
right to do so. Each event represents a 
historical triumph of American values. 
Each event underscores the importance 
of free markets to the well-being of all 
people. Each event encourages us to 
take counsel of our vision, not our 
fears, and demonstrates the very real 
benefits which result from staying 
loyal to our convictions. 

Are we to be guided by our vision and 
protect the advantages of a world in
creasingly in our image, or are we, like 
a fading power, to be guided by our 
fears and withdraw from an increas
ingly competitive world? 

NAFTA offers U.S. workers and U.S. 
businesses the opportunity to compete 
in a market of 360 million consumers 
with a collective output of $6 trillion, a 
market much larger and much richer 
than the European Community. I be
lieve the United States can compete in 
this market and should not shrink 
from the opportunities it offers. 

Phasing out tariffs is in the United 
States interest because Mexico's bar-

riers are 2.5 times greater than ours. 
Half of all United States exports to 
Mexico will be eligible for zero Mexican 
tariffs when NAFTA takes effect on 
January 1, 1994. Over 5 years, two
thirds of United States exports will 
enter Mexico duty-free. 

Since Mexico began to seriously lib
eralize its economy in 1987, United 
States exports have tripled, accounting 
for roughly 400,000 jobs. By 1995, work
ers employed in producing exports to 
Mexico could swell to over 1 million. 
As both President Bush and President 
Clinton have pointed out, these jobs 
pay 12 percent more than the national 
average. 

In addition to the gains we can ex
pect from exports, production sharing 
within North America will make the 
United States, Mexico, and Canada 
more formidable global competitors, by 
displacing United States imports from 
nonregional countries and displacing 
United States investments in those 
countries. This will mean a stronger 
U.S. economy and more U.S. jobs. 

These advantages have been recog
nized by our Nation's Governors. 
Forty-one Governors support NAFTA. 
These are people the closest to their 
constituents and most responsible for 
the daily management of an economy. 
Over 100 newspapers have also endorsed 
NAFTA including the USA Today, the 
Wall Street Journal, and the Atlanta 
Constitution. 
It is true that NAFTA will benefit 

the Mexican economy. For Mexico, 
NAFTA will mean prosperity and sta
bility. It will allow the Mexican Gov
ernment to more effectively address 
environmental problems deep within 
Mexico and along the border. It will 
mean more resources to fight the war 
on drugs and will enable the Mexican 
Government to more effectively fight 
that war. It will also mean more effec
tive control of immigration across the 
United States-Mexican border. 

The defeat of NAFTA could cost cur
rent U.S. jobs and squander the his
toric opportunity before us to create as 
many as a million more. Witness the 
affect of the 1982 Mexican debt crisis on 
American exports. In 1982, U.S. exports 
dropped by half and a corresponding 
number of jobs were lost. Subsequent 
to the collapse of the Mexican econ
omy, the reforms of President de la 
Madrid further demonstrated the com
monsense connection between lower 
tariffs and increased U.S. exports. De 
la Madrid's efforts to liberalize the 
Mexican economy, although more mod
est than the efforts of his predecessor, 
resulted in a nearly doubling of United 
States exports to Mexico. 

The leaders of our hemisphere, with 
one notable exception, have taken bold 
steps in the direction of democracy and 
free markets. Beyond the opportunities 
NAFTA offers for U.S. businesses and 
workers and the leverage it will give 
the United States in negotiating other 

international trade agreements, the de
cision we make on NAFTA will largely 
determine whether the revolution 
sweeping our hemisphere continues. It 
will demonstrate to our southern 
neighbors whether we are prepared to 
live and prosper by the principles we 
have espoused for 200 years, or whether 
we will retreat in fear of a world in our 
image. We should not underestimate 
the impact of the statement we decide 
to make. 

RUSSIAN PRESIDENT YELTSIN 
CALLS FOR DECEMBER ELECTIONS 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the news 
that President Yeltsin has suspended 
the Russian Parliament and called for 
December elections has come as a sur
prise, despite the fact that Russia has 
been on the brink of political crisis for 
some time now. 

While we do not have the details of 
why President Yeltsin made the deci
sion to take this action at this time
although it is my understanding that 
Secretary Christopher will be giving a 
briefing very soon which may offer us 
more insight into Yeltsin's decision
we all know that Yeltsin has had great 
difficulty, especially in recent months, 
in implementing constitutional and 
economic reforms because of opposi
tion from the Congress and the Su
preme Soviet. It may be that Yeltsin 
made the judgment that there was no 
other way to guarantee that the reform 
process will continue without taking 
this drastic step. 

And, while it is not clear what the 
consequences of President Yeltsin's ac
tion will be, we know that Boris 
Yeltsin has been steadfastly committed 
to democratic and economic reform in 
Russia. Clearly the Russian people 
voiced support for those reforms in last 
April's referendum. 

So, in my view we have to watch the 
situation closely, keep the United 
States on the side of democracy in Rus
sia, and hope that the December elec
tions will result in a mandate for 
Yeltsin and reflect the Russian people's 
support for genuine political and eco
nomic reform. 

BUDGET SCOREKEEPING REPORT 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I hereby 

submit to the Senate the budget 
scorekeeping report prepared by the 
Congressional Budget Office under sec
tion 308(b) and in aid of section 311 of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, 
as amended. This report meets the re
quirements for Senate scorekeeping of 
section 5 of Senate Congressional Reso
lution 32, the first concurrent resolu
tion on the budget for 1986. 

This report shows the effects of con
gressional action on the budget 
through September 16, 1993. The esti
mates on budget authority, outlays, 
and revenues, which are consistent 
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with the technical and economic as
sumptions of the concurrent resolution 
on the budget (H. Con. Res. 287), show 
that current level spending is below 
the budget resolution by $1.6 billion in 
budget authority and above by $0.6 bil
lion in outlays. Current level is $.05 bil
lion above the revenue floor in 1993 and 
above by $1.4 billion over the 5 years, 
1993-97. The current estimate of the 
deficit for purposes of calculating the 
maximum deficit amount is $393.5 bil
lion, $27.3 billion below the maximum 
deficit amount for 1993 of $420.8 billion. 

There has been no action that affects 
the current level of budget authority, 
outlays, or revenues since the last re
port, dated September 14, 1993. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. CONGRESS, 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 

Washington, DC, September 20, 1993. 
Hon. JIM SASSER, 
Chairman. Committee on the Budget, U.S. Sen

ate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The attached report 
shows the effects of Congressional action on 
the budget for fiscal year 1993 and is current 
through September 16, 1993. The estimates of 
budget authority, outlays, and revenues are 
consistent with the technical and economic 
assumptions of the Concurrent Resolution on 
the Budget (H. Con. Res. 287). This report is 
submitted under section 308(b) and in aid of 
section 311 of the Congressional Budget Act, 
as amended, and meets the requirements for 
Senate scorekeeping of section 5 of S. Con. 
Res. 32, the 1986 First Concurrent Resolution 
on the Budget. 

Since my last report, dated September 13, 
1993, there has been no action that affects 
the current level of budget authority, out
lays, or revenues. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT D. REISCHAUER, 

Director. 

THE CURRENT LEVEL REPORT FOR THE U.S. SENATE, 
1030 CONG., lST SESS., AS OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS 
SEPT. 16, 1993 

[In billions of dollars] 

Budget res-
olution (H. Current 
Con. Res. level 1 

287) 

On-budget: 
Budget authority . 1,250.0 1,248.4 
Outlays ..... 1,242.3 1,242.9 
Revenues: 

1993 848.9 849.4 
1993-97 .... ...... ... ..... 4,818.6 4,820.0 

Maximum deficit amount 420.8 393.5 
Debt subject to limit ... .. .. 4,461.2 4,293.2 

Off-budget: 
Social Security outlays: 

1993 ....................... 260.0 260.0 
1993- 97 .... .. ............ 1,415.0 1,415.0 

Social Security revenues: 
1993 ........................ 328.l 328.l 
1993-97 ........... .. ..... 1,865.0 1,865.0 

Current 
level over/ 
under reso

lution 

- 1.6 
.6 

.5 
1.4 

- 27.3 
- 168.0 

'Current level represents the estimated revenue and direct spending ef
fects of ail legislation that Congress has enacted or sent to the President 
for his approval. In addition, full-year funding estimates under current law 
are included for entitlement and mandatory programs requiring annual ap
propriations even if the appropriations have not been made. The current 
level of debt subject to limit reflects the latest U.S. Treasury information on 
public debt transactions. 

2 Less than $50,000,000. 
Note.-Oetail may not add due to round ing. 

THE ON-BUDGET CURRENT LEVEL REPORT FOR THE U.S. 
SENATE, 1030 CONG., lST SESS., SENATE SUPPORTING 
DETAIL FOR FISCAL YEAR 1993 AS OF CLOSE OF BUSI
NESS SEPT. 16, 1993 

[In millions of dollars] 

Budget au
thority Outlays Revenues 

ENACTED IN PREVIOUS SESSIONS 
Revenues . .. .................... . 
Permanents and other spending 

legislation ..................... .. 
Appropriation legislation .. 
Offsetting receipts ................ . 

764,283 
732,061 

(240,524) 

737,413 
743,943 

(240,524) 

849,425 

Total previously enacted 1,255,820 1,240,833 849,425 

ENACTED THIS SESSION 
CIA Voluntary Separation Incentive 

Act (Public Law 103-36) . 
Unclaimed Deposits Amendments 

Act (Public Law 103-44) .... .... . 
1993 spring supplemental (Public 

Law I 03-50) ..... ............ ......... .. 
Transfer of naval vessels to cer

tain foreign countries (Public 
Law 103-54) .............. .. ... .. ... .. .. 

Small Business Guaranteed Credit 
Enhancement Act (Public Law 
103-81) """"""""" 

Total enacted this session 

ENTITLEMENTS AND MANDATORIES 
Budget resolution baseline esti

mates of appropriated entitle
ments and other mandatory 
programs not yet enacted . 

Total current level 1 
Total budget resolution 2 . 

Amount remaining: 
Under budget reso-

lution . .. ......... . 
Over budget resolu

tion 

1,003 1.119 

(8) (8) 

(12) (12) 

984 1,181 

(8,443) 922 

1,248,361 1.242,935 849,425 
1,249,990 1,242,290 848,890 

1,629 

645 535 

1 In accordance with the Budget Enforcement Act, budget authority and 
outlay totals do not include the following in emergency funding. 

[In mill ions of dollars] 

Public Law: 
102- 229 .... ........................ . 
102- 266 
102- 302 ... 
102- 368 ..................... .... . 
102- 381 ..... ................................. . 
103-6 ................................ . 
103- 24 .... ... .. .. .. ........................................... .. 

Offsetting receipts 
103- 50 ....... .. .. .. 
103- 75 ............ . 

Total 1993 emergency funding ..... 

Budget 
authority 

0 
0 
0 

1,060 
218 

3,322 
4,000 

(4.000) 
0 

4,190 

8,790 

Outlays 

712 
33 

380 
5,873 

13 
3,322 
4,000 

(4,000) 
(30) 
141 

10,444 

2 Includes a revision under sec. 9 of the concurrent resolution on the 
budget. 

Notes.-Amounts in parentheses are negative. Detail may not add due to 
rounding. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair notes morning business is closed. 

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the hour of 11:30 
having arrived, the Senate will resume 
consideration of H.R. 2491, which the 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
A bill (R.R. 2491) making appropriations 

for the Departments of Veterans Affairs and 
Housing and Urban Development, and for 
sundry independent agencies, boards, com-

missions, corporations. and offices for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1994, and for 
other purposes. 

Pending: 
Bumpers Amendment No. 905, to reduce 

funding for the implementation of the space 
station program for the purposes of reducing 
the deficit in the Federal budget. 

The Senate resumed the consider
ation of the bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 905 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair will note the Bumpers amend
ment, amendment No. 905, is the pend
ing amendment. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, was 
there an order last evening establish
ing an order of speakers this morning? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
was not. 

Mr. SASSER. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I rise 

today in strong support of the space 
station program. The Senate has 
voiced its approval of the program on 
countless occasions and I feel certain 
we are going to continue to support it. 
At least I hope so. 

I want to be sure it is brought to the 
attention of the Senate and all who are 
listening, the strong support the Presi
dent has given to the space station pro
gram. There is a letter addressed to the 
chairman of the Appropriations Com
mittee, Senator BYRD, by the Presi
dent, dated September 20, 1993. I ask 
unanimous consent it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington , September 20, 1993. 

Hon. ROBERT c. BYRD, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, U.S. 

Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I wanted to convey to 

you my strong support for NASA's space sta
tion program as an important science and 
technology investment for the United 
States, and as a symbol of peaceful inter
national cooperation. 

At a time when the long-term economic 
strength of the Unit ed States depends on our 
technological leadership, we must invest in 
technology but invest wisely, making the 
best use of every dollar. Earlier this year, I 
directed NASA to redesign the Space Station 
Freedom program to significantly reduce 
costs while preserving its critical science 
and space research capabilities and honoring 
our international commitments. This initia
tive includes redesigning NASA itself to im
prove performance. streamline the bureauc
racy, and reduce management costs. As a re
sult, the redesigned space station program
Space Station Alpha- will save more than $4 
billion over the next five years and $18 bil
lion over the two-decade life of the program 
compared with the costs of funding the pre
vious Space Station Freedom program. 

Since its inception, the space station pro
gram has represented an important inter
national partnership between the United 
States, Canada, Europe, and Japan. We now 
have a historic opportunity to include Rus
sia in this endeavor, thereby achieving an 
important step in putting the Cold War be
hind us, and adding a positive new dimension 
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to the development of an international space 
station. Our cooperation with Russia in 
space is the leading edge of the new relation
ship that President Yeltsin and I began in 
Vancouver-a partnership where both coun
tries can win from working together on 
projects that will shape the future . 

There is no doubt that we are facing dif
ficult budget decisions. However, we can not 
retreat from our obligation to invest in the 
future . I believe strongly that NASA and the 
space station program represent important 
investments in that future , and that these 
investments will yield benefits in medical re
search, biotechnology, advanced materials 
processing, and . other critical technology 
areas that will create new jobs and improve 
the quality of life here on earth. It is an in
vestment in tens of thousands of good, high
paying U.S. jobs, an investment in maintain
ing the strong technology base essential to 
the economic and national security of this 
nation, and an opportunity to invest in 
peaceful international cooperation. 

I strongly urge the support of the Congress 
for this important program. 

Sincerely, 
BILL CLINTON. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, there is 
a strong letter from the Vice President 
to the Honorable BARBARA MIKULSKI, 
Chair of the Subcommittee on VA-HUD 
and Independent Agencies, in which he 
strongly supports the space station. I 
ask unanimous consent it be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE VICE PRESIDENT, 
Washington, September 20, 1993. 

Hon. BARBARA MIKULSKI, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on VA , HUD and 

Independent Agencies, Committee on Appro
priations, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR BARBARA: As the Senate prepares to 
consider the NASA Appropriations bill for 
Fiscal Year 1994, I would like to express my 
strong support for NASA's space station pro
gram and for the historic opportunity it rep
resents for international cooperation in 
space. 

The redesigned space station-referred to 
as Space Station Alpha-results from 
NASA's intensive review and redesign con
ducted over the last six months with the 
help of other government agencies and over
seen by a panel of outside experts. Alpha is 
a streamlined .version of the original Space 
Station Freedom. It incorporates scientific 
facilities and capabilities comparable to or 
better than Space Station Freedom but will 
cost significantly less to build and operate. 

The space station program offers an un
precedented opportunity to achieve peaceful 
international cooperation in space . In ac
cordance with longstanding international 
agreements, the space station will be build 
and operated as an international partnership 
among the United States, Japan, Europe, 
and Canada. Now, with the recent Joint 
Statement on Cooperation in Space between 
the United States and Russia, planning has 
begun to include Russia in the space station 
as well. Russian participation in this inter
national program offers the potential of re
ducing the space station's costs and increas
ing its capabilities. 

Russian Prime Minister Chernomyrdin and 
I, under the auspices of the joint commission 
that we chair, have directed NASA and the 
Russian Space Agency to continue studying 
ways to incorporate Russia's space capabili-

ties into the station for the mutual benefit 
of our countries and our international part
ners. It is our goal that the space agencies of 
the United States, Canada, Japan, Europe, 
and Russia work together to produce a more 
detailed plan by November of this year for 
Russia's participation in the international 
space station. 

It is important to realize that this initia
tive on space cooperation fits into the con
text of a much larger partnership with Rus
sia, a relationship that will define the post
Cold War era. Our negotiations in prepara
tion for the first Gore-Chernomyrdin Com
mission meeting in early September also 
produced a key understanding that Russia is 
committed to adhere to the guidelines of the 
Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), 
one of the most important international re
gimes for the nonproliferation of weapons 
technology. This MTCR commitment is a 
strong signal that Russia is prepared to be a 
consistent and responsible partner, one we 
can work with over the long term. 

The President and I are committed to the 
Space Station Alpha program as a national 
science and technology priority. We are also 
enthusiastic about the opportunities that we 
see emerging in our program of space co
operation with Russia. We hope that you will 
join us in fully supporting these efforts. 

Sincerely, 
AL GORE. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I spoke 
last evening about the space station. It 
was about 9:30 or 10 o'clock, and I real
ize many staff members who are follow
ing this debate were not present since 
it had been announced there would be 
no votes. And the same is true of sev
eral Senators. I know there are numer
ous staff members who are following 
this debate very closely, who are 
watching on television, as well as Sen
ators and others who are not in the 
Chamber. I, therefore, v1ant to mention 
a couple of things I think are impor
tant, but try to refrain from being too 
repetitious. 

No. 1, this amendment to kill the 
space station directs the funding to
ward deficit reduction. In my judg
ment, if the space station is defeated 
and terminated, the amount of money 
will not go toward deficit reduction. 
The House has already passed the ap
propriations bill that approves the 
space station and funds it at the 
amount requested by the President, 
and that is what is in the bill before us 
here today. Even if the conference 
committee were to yield to the Senate 
position to terminate the program, in 
all reality, with all pragmatism, we 
know what would happen. The amount 
of money that is included will be di
vided among other agencies and depart
ments that are in this appropriations 
bill. There will be many causes, many 
just causes that need money that will 
get money. It will not end up going to
ward deficit reduction. I am sure the 
intent of those offering the amendment 
to terminate it is that it would go 
there, but for all practical purposes let 
us be realistic about it. It will never go 
toward deficit reduction at this time. 

There has been some discussion 
about the President and the redesign. 

When President Clinton entered office, 
he looked at everything. Originally 
they talked about terminating it. 
Frankly, I got worried during the Feb
ruary recess that it might be termi
nated. I stayed and canceled my Feb
ruary recess to work with the adminis
tration, OMB, and others, to see that 
we continued the important project. 
After careful consideration from var
ious sources, the President concluded 
the proposed Space Station Freedom 
was too costly and it had to be rede
signed. He gave direction that a rede
sign had to occur. 

The Vest Commission, the President 
of MIT, studied this and came up with 
a new design based on the President's 
guidance that the cost of the program 
not exceed $2.1 billion per year. 

The lastest factor to be introduced 
was that of Russian participation. This 
is a complicated issue, involving nu
clear proliferation and the sale of 
weapons technology to Third World na
tions including India and possibly some 
nations that we have classified as ter
rorist nations. 

Again, from a cost perspective, var
ious elements of the Russian space pro
gram could be used. They have a tug 
which could be used effectively. The 
question arose that perhaps their old 
space module, or a new one of their de
sign, could be used. But I do not believe 
the administration is going beyond the 
cost caps that it has placed on station 
regardless of Russian involvement. 

The space station is designed with 
sufficient flexibility so that any addi
tion which might come from the Rus
sians can be plugged in to the present 
space station Alpha design, which was 
recommended by the Vest Commission. 

One of the strong reasons why I sup
port the space station is because of the 
scientific research that can occur in 
microgravity. There are basically two 
principles that attract me: One is crys
tallography, and the second one is 
electrophoresis. Crystallography is the 
study of various crystals and the as
pect that is so important is that at 
microgravity, you can grow these crys
tals much larger than you can on Earth 
and you can grow them in a manner by 
which you have propagation in all 
three dimensions. On Earth, you can 
grow protein crystals, but they are 
typically small and do not fully resem
ble natural structures. it is important 
to grow a crystal large enough to 
where it can be carefully examined, 
certainly under a microscope and oth
erwise, to determine how the crystal 
operates. And it is so important as we 
endeavor to try to find cures for dis
eases. 

The second aspect of microgravity re
search in space that interests me is 
known as electrophoresis, and that is 
the separation of the cells into the 
smallest integral parts. Using these 
two concepts, crystallography and 
-electrophoresis, microgravity research 
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has the potential of finding cures for 
many diseases. Already we have grown 
cancer cells and we have grown AIDS 
cells. This has been done on the shuttle 
thus far, but the shuttle is insufficient 
because of the limited time that it is in 
space. We need a permanent laboratory 
where you can watch and can deter
mine for several weeks and months at 
a time the growth and development of 
the cells and crystals in these experi
ments. 

In regard to medical applications, I 
said last night, and I will repeat again, 
I am probably the Senate's No. 1 exam
ple of the benefits from the space pro
gram. I happen to have had some heart 
problems a few months back. And on 
three different occasions, I had an 
angioplasty, which is the balloon as
pect of opening up an occluded artery, 
an artery that is clogged up. The imag
ing technology that makes the use of 
this device possible was developed as a 
result of the space program. 

Another aspect that came out of the 
space program and has helped Members 
of Congress, perhaps even some Mem
bers of the Senate, is the device that 
regulates your heartbeat to prevent 
heart attacks. This is a device attached 
to the heart that uses an 
electrocurrent modulated by feedback 
from the heart muscle itself. 

There are numerous other scientific 
discoveries that have come out of space 
research. There is no question that the 
cumulative benefits that have been de
rived from the space program outweigh 
those of any governmental program 
that we have ever had. For example, 
digital technology and satellites have 
produced jobs and generated revenue 
far in excess of what has been spent on 
the sp~we station. I am told that the 
return on investment for space re
search is near 10 to 1. 

Recently, a noted scientist, Dr. 
Jeanne Becker of the University of 
South Florida's Department of Obstet
rics and Gynecology, spoke to a con
gressional luncheon on the important 
role that the space program can play in 
providing cures for a number of dis
eases that affect women. I would like 
to take a moment to discuss some of 
the new scientific developments that 
she spoke about. 

Scientists like Dr. Becker have just 
recently become aware of the exciting 
potential of microgravity research 
through the use of microgravity tissue 
culture vessel called a rotating wall 
vessel. This device was designed by sci
entists at NASA so that cells could be 
carried aboard the shuttle. 

In the unique environment developed 
in this device, cell growth occurs in 
three dimensions, just as they grow in 
the human body. Traditional tissue 
culture methods allow only two-dimen
sional growths. The importance of this 
development is that by growing tumor 
cells in a way that duplicates the way 
they grow in the human body, sci-

entists gain a more authentic model on 
which to test cancer drugs. Dr. Beck
er's own research has concentrated on 
ovarian and breast cancer. 

Other scientists across the country 
are doing important work making use 
of this NASA microgravity device. Re
searchers in Texas are using the device 
to study bowel cancer; a group in Dela
ware is using it to study heart muscle 
growth, and. I say to the distinguished 
Senators from Massachusetts that sci
entists from their State are making 
use of the microgravity device. Har
vard scientists are using it to grow 
samples of cancerous colon cells. At 
MIT, the device is being used by re
searchers to grow cartilage cells for 
use as implants. 

In both cases, these Massachusetts 
scientists learned that cells grown in 
this way are far superior to those ob
tained through conventional cultured 
methods. The technique has only one 
major shortcoming, a shortcoming 
which we will now soon take action to 
overcome. Tumor cells grow very slow
ly and for this work to progress, these 
scientists need a permanent space plat
form that provides long duration 
microgravity conditions. To quote Dr. 
Becker: 

Long-term·, large-size cellular development 
can only be achieved by the microgravity 
conditions provided by the space station. 

I want to add that many other medi
cal researchers are also excited by the 
potential of the space station. At Wal
ter Reed Army Institute of Research, 
scientists have found that bone cells 
grow but do not harden under micro
gravity conditions. This behavior mim
ics that of osteoporosis, that is the dis
ease where the bones become hard and 
brittle and so many old folks have bro
ken bones by falling, for example, to 
point out what happens in regard to 
osteoporosis. This disease affects cur
rently over 25 million Americans. Sci
entists at Walter Reed hope that by 
studying bone changes that occur in 
microgravity, they will find new meth
ods to slow or cure this degenerative 
disease. 

In my own State, researchers at the 
University of Alabama in Birmingham 
are playing the leading role in space 
crystallography. This technology used 
to grow protein crystals seems destined 
to revolutionize biomedical and agri
cultural research. Proteins are one of 
the basic substances that animals and 
plants need to grow, reproduce, and re
sist diseases. 

Understanding these substances and 
the way they react is an essential first 
step in creating new medicines and ag
ricultural products. Because individual 
protein molecules are too small to see, 
scientists have begun to grow protein 
crystals to learn about their functions 
and their structure. To determine the 
structure of individual protein mol
ecules, however, scientists need crys
tals far more perfect than those that 
can be grown on Earth. 

NASA has begun an ambitious pro
gram to grow these crystals in space. 
The extremely low gravity and con
trolled environment that the space 
shuttle operates in provides near per
fect conditions for these experiments. 
Protein crystal growth experiments are 
being flown in the middeck of the space 
shuttle. Upon their return to Earth, 
the newly formed crystals are analyzed 
using x-ray diffraction and then mod
eled on computers to create three-di
mensional images. Studying these im
ages, scientists are better able to un
derstand the interaction of these com
plex molecules and use this knowledge 
to engineer new drugs and agricultural 
products. 

Among the most recent achievements 
of this technique is the determination 
of the three-dimension structure of an 
enzyme which shows promising poten
tial in the design of cancer and AIDS 
chemotherapy and the suppression of 
the human immune system during 
transplants. 

Mr. President, I must say there are 
some problems with using the shuttle 
for performing crystallography experi
ments. First, due to limited space and 
equipment on the shuttle, only a small 
number of experiments can be per
formed on any given mission. This 
problem is compounded by the dif
ficulty in predicting the proper solu
tion concentration that will result in 
accelerated crystal growth. 

The most serious limitation of the 
shuttle is, however, the relatively 
short period of time it spends in space. 
For example, the current mission is 
scheduled to last 13 days which strictly 
limits the types of protein crystals 
that can be grown. 

Mr. President, I must say that there 
are some problems with using the shut
tle for performing crystallography ex
periments. First, due to limited space 
and equipment on the shuttle, only a 
small number of experiments may be 
performed on any given mission. This 
problem is compounded by the dif
ficulty in predicting the proper solu
tion concentration that will result in 
accelerated crystal growth. The most 
serious limitation of the shuttle is, 
however, the relatively short period of 
time it spends in space. For example, 
the current mission is scheduled to last 
13 days, which strictly limits the types 
of protein crystals that can be grown. 
Growing crystals is a time-consuming 
procedure and some promising proteins 
take months to grow in the best of con
ditions. If we are to pursue this tech
nology more effectively, we need a re
search platform permanently stationed 
in space, we need the space station. 

I hope my colleagues that support 
high-technology research like space 
crystallography fully realize that this 
work cannot grow to its full potential 
without a permanently manned plat
form in space. 
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INTERNATIONAL ASPECTS 

The space station is not just an 
American program, though as the 
world's only superpower we are cer
tainly the leading player. Japan, Can
ada, and 10 European nations have been 
active partners in this bold endeavor, 
and it is likely that the Russians will 
also be joining the international team. 
Building the space station will be the 
biggest technological endeavor ever 
undertaken among nations, and will 
make it a prototype for future inter
national projects in science and tech
nology on the ground and in space. 

The involvement of the Russians in 
the space station program will be a 
dramatic step. Not only will this pro
gram go far in improving relations be
tween our countries, it could also help 
ensure the future security of both. Part 
of the rationale behind having the Rus
sians team with us on station is to pro
vide them with a project that will keep 
their space program viable and sci
entists employed without having them 
resort to foreign sales to raise capital, 
such as the proposed sale to India. 

President Kennedy, who during the 
Cuban missile crisis came face to face 
with the danger of nuclear conflict 
with the Russians, prayed for a dif
ferent world where the scientists of 
these two great nations could work to
gether for the benefit of mankind. 
Thirty years ago he said: 

Let both sides seek to invoke the wonders 
of science rather than its terrors. Together 
let us explore the stars, conquer the deserts, 
eradicate disease, tap the oceans depths 
* * * 

Today we can make President Ken
nedy's dream a reality. Our scientists 
at NASA are poised to work hand in 
hand with their Russian counterparts 
to build the space station, mankind's 
first permanent habitat in space. But 
perhaps there are no visionaries left 
among us. Perhaps the days of dream
ing of a brighter future are dead, killed 
by the worries of day-to-day existence. 
It is true that the recession, unemploy
ment, rising crime, and the other so
cial ills that now beset this country 
have made it hard to look up, to see 
the light at the end of the tunnel. 

But it is precisely at times like these 
we need a challenge that when met, 
makes us proud of ourselves and our 
country. Space station is a project that 
will demonstrate our confidence in 
mankind and it will reaffirm that while 
we toil to overcome the problems that 
challenge us today, we are preparing 
for the challenges of tomorrow. 

COMMERCIAL SPINOFFS 

Mr. President, research in space has 
yielded over 30,000 commercial spinoffs 
in a broad range of areas including: 
Computer technology, industrial pro
ductivity, environmental sciences, pub
lic safety, and transportation. 

In the area of environment and re
source management, spinoffs from 
NASA include a new meteorological in-

strument used to predict the onset of 
severe storms and tornadoes, soil sur
veys for the Department of Agriculture 
using ground-penetrating radar, and a 
new wastewater treatment system for 
private homes. 

In the area of industrial productiv
ity, spinoff technologies include micro
lasers used in new communication sys
tems and medicine, high temperature 
composite used in aircraft engines, 
ruggedized minicameras and special
ized dry lubricants. 

In transportation, spinoffs include 
new computer software used in design
ing safer, cheaper automobiles, longer 
lasting brake material, and new mate
rial used in radial tires that should in
crease their life by as much as 10,000 
miles. 

Again, all of these are spinoffs, in
ventions that no one predicted. They 
occurred because NASA is constantly 
pushing technology to its limits to 
meet the challenges of space. Today, 
the scientists at NASA and at univer
sities across the country are pushing 
the limits to meet the challenges of 
the space station. No one can predict 
what new technologies we will gain 
from the space station, but I am cer
tain that if we kill this project today, 
we will lose an important bridge to our 
future. 

MISCONCEPTIONS 

This program easily stands on its 
own merits, and its opponents have 
consistently relied on distorted or in
correct information to create a number 
of damaging misconceptions concern
ing the space station. 

I have heard some say that it is too 
expensive and we cannot afford it at 
this time, as if the station alone is re
sponsible for the deficit. The truth is 
that space station funding represents 
about one-tenth of 1 percent of the 
Federal budget and NASA itself rep
resents far less than 1 percent of the 
Federal budget. Moreover, the key to 
America's long-term economic growth 
is improving productivity through in
vestment in research and development 
programs like NASA. 

One of the most popular misconcep
tions I have heard voiced is that the 
space station is squeezing out other 
small science programs. The truth is 
that the space station program is grow
ing at a lower rate than the rest of the 
science budget and its main purpose is 
to serve as a platform for thousands of 
future low cost, high payoff small 
science projects. In 1992, space station 
grew by 6 percent, space science and 
applications grew by 10 percent and the 
National Science Foundation [NSF] by 
14 percent. In fact, in the 5 years since 
space station contracts were awarded, 
the science budget has grown by 77 per
cent. In the final analysis, without the 
space station's unprecedented abilities 
and resources, students and commer
cial users will find that small science 
projects will continue to have very 
limited access to space. 

I have heard some of the proponents 
of this amendment say that cancella
tion of the space station program will 
reduce the deficit and send a strong 
message to the American people that 
we are serious about solving this coun
try's problems. They could not be more 
wrong. I agree canceling station will 
send a message; the American people 
would get the wrong message that we 
have no idea what we are doing. 

The loss of the space station's 
science, research, and employment op
portunities would certainly send the 
wrong message to the youth of this 
country about the importance of math 
and science and engineering education. 
It would also send the wrong message 
to our international partners and the 
rest of the world about how seriously 
we take our international commit
ments. Finally, canceling station 
would send the wrong message to the 
thousands of defense engineers and sci
entists trying to transition to other 
areas of work. I have recently heard 
predictions that the cutbacks in de
fense next year will result in another 
25,000 layoffs. These are some of our 
finest engineers and scientists and they 
deserve the opportunity to put their 
skills to use. Many of the opponents of 
the space station support the idea of 
defense conversion, but don't seem to 
recognize it even when it is staring 
them right in the face. NASA is defense 
conversion. NASA needs these men and 
women, just as they need the oppor
tunity to work on challenging pro
grams that will carry us in to the next 
century. 

There is also a misconception that 
station's cost has skyrocketed from $8 
billion to $118 billion. I believe space 
station opponents have inflated the 
program's cost figures to create a 
shock effect. This is a huge and com
plex program, and some cost growth is 
expected. The $118 billion cost estimate 
is derived by projecting the cost dec
ades into the future in an effort to 
make the present cost seem unaccept
able. By analogy, the average voter 
would never pay over $64,000 for a 
$12,000 car. But if you priced out how 
much this car would cost if you oper
ated it for 30 years, you would be lucky 
to spend less than this amount. Station 
opponents use this same twisted ac
counting to inflate the station's cost. 

The final misconception I would like 
to address is the charge that space sta
tion is only a shadow of its former self 
and is irrelevant to real science and 
economic competitiveness. The truth is 
that the space station will be an inter
national laboratory with unprece
dented capability for scientific re
search and technological development 
that cannot be duplicated on Earth. 

If the space station does not continue 
as planned, the United States will be 
deprived of a national laboratory in 
space that will not only facilitate our 
future manned space program, but also 
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provide the opportunity to do basic sci
entific research that will lead to new 
processes and medicines on the Earth 
that will cure diseases and make the 
United States more competitive inter
nationally. Cancellation would result 
in tens of thousands of America's finest 
engineers and scientists losing their 
jobs. We simply cannot allow this to 
happen. 

The Senate has passed countless 
pieces of legislation and Sense-of-the
Senate resolutions supporting the 
space station. I am confident that we 
will continue to support this program 
as we have for the past several years. If 
the United States wishes to remain the 
world leader in science and technology 
we can do no less. Mr. President, I 
therefore urge my colleagues to defeat 
the proposed amendment to terminate 
the space station program. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I rise as a member of 

the HUD-VA Subcommittee on Appro
priations to support the space station. 

Mr. President, as we look at what we 
are doing as a nation, I think we have 
to work to our long suit, not work to 
our short suit, and much of what I see 
happening back here is we are suddenly 
retrenching and looking at America's 
shortcomings rather than what we do 
really well. 

I submit to you that what this coun
try does really well is develop the tech
nology of the future, and the space sta
tion offers us the opportunity, the 
greatest opportunity we have, to be a 
major player, in fact the world leader, 
in developing the technology of the fu
ture. 

I say, after we have already invested 
$10 billion, after we have already made 
that investment, to change course, to 
put our head in the sand, to say that 
we are going to forget about the fact 
that we are a leader in science and 
technology, is just to capitulate to 
what all of our competitors want us to 
do, to show us that America does not 
have the resolve, we do not have the 
commitment, we do not have the polit
ical will to do what we do best in the 
world. 

What we do best in the world is in
crease man's knowledge, increase our 
scientific know-how, and produce the 
kind of technology that, as the experts 
have estimated, for every $1 billion we 
spend on space research and develop
ment, we will throw off $7 billion in 
commercial application and technical 
know-how. 

The total budget of the space station 
has been reduced by 16 percent, from 
$25 billion to $21 billion, and it has 
today the same amount of science than 
it did before the redesign. 

It seems to me that if we want to re
tain the world leadership, if we could 

reduce costs by that much, this is a to
tally worthwhile mission. 

Let me speak about its economic 
mission for a moment. We have all 
been on this floor-yesterday, I tried to 
stop base closures. I was run over by a 
roller coaster. We lost tens of thou
sands of jobs in the decision we made 
yesterday. Today, in this decision to 
fund the space station, we can generate 
75,000 direct and indirect jobs nation
ally. In my own State, it means 12,500 
jobs-5,000 jobs direct. A multiplier fac
tor of 2.5 equals 12,500 jobs in the State 
of California, where 1.4 million people 
are unemployed today-for a mission 
that is worthwhile. 

Now, let me talk for a moment about 
the mission that is worthwhile, and let 
me submit that mission in 10 brief 
points, 10 points of mission, of payload, 
of throwoff, of scientific technology, of 
improvement in man's knowledge. 

First, a continuous, stable, low-grav
ity environment is expected to yield 
many new developments in materials, 
electronics, medicine, and the treat
ment of disease. Again, $1 of invest
ment yields $7 in productive commer
cial application. 

Second, the space station will help 
prepare future astronauts for the rigors 
of long-duration space travel. Just as 
every youngster looked at Batman, 
looks at Superman, space becomes the 
kind of harbinger of the future, the 
thing to look forward to, to aspire to 
be an astronaut, to probe the heavens, 
to see what is out there. This is part of 
life. This is part of living. This is part 
of the future. 

Third, research will help develop new 
communications systems, improve 
computer memories, sensors, and solar 
cells. 

Fourth, microgravity research will 
increase the quality of life on Earth by 
helping in the development of new 
pharmaceutical products and the en
richment of protein in some foods. 

Fifth, more perfect protein crystals 
can be grown in the space station that 
could lead to treatment for cancer, 
AIDS, emphysema, and high blood 
pressure; increase the success of organ 
transplants; and enhance protein nutri
tion in some foods. 

Sixth, by studying combustion with
out the effects of gravity, we can gaiil 
a better understanding of the entire 
combustion process that could lead to 
advances in propulsion, in energy, in 
explosion control, in fuel burning effi
ciency, and in fire safety. 

Seventh, earthquake prediction could 
be improved through research con
ducted on the space station. Astro
nauts could study and correct sensors 
that would later be placed on sat
ellites. 

Eighth, women's health, which Sen
ator HEFLIN spoke about, could be im
proved through space station research, 
such as new treatments for breast can
cer, endometriosis, and osteoporosis. 

Ninth, by improving crystal growth 
on the space station, the United States 
will be able to make better semi
conductors and electronic circuits. 

The final, 10th point is gravity af
fects the flow of blood in a body and 
the growth of bones. Through space 
station research, we could develop 
cures for high blood pressure and bone 
disease. 

Mr. President, just in conclusion, the 
only question I believe that exists 
about the space station is whether it is 
launched at an orbit of 28 degrees or 
51.6 degrees. The lower orbit, I am told, 
the 28-degree orbit or inclination, is 
sufficient for all of the scientific re
search. In other words, all that re
search can be done at 28 degrees. The 
higher orbit, of course, gives us the 
ability to lock onto the Russian space 
station. The 28 degree orbit only gives 
us the opportunity to observe one-third 
of the Earth, mostly water. The 51.6 
orbit would give us the opportunity to 
observe the en tire Earth and do those 
kinds of geologic studies, take those 
kind of photographs that might, for ex
ample, enable us one day to predict 
earthquakes. A major earthquake is 
going to come for sure in my State 
with probable great loss of life and 
property. The space station at the 
higher orbit, not only in conjunction 
with the Russian satellite but alone, 
could give us the opportunity to make 
some definitive geologic studies from 
space on fracture zones, on plate move
ment, and perhaps enable us to in
crease earthquake predictability. 

So, in conclusion, Mr. President, as a 
member of the subcommittee, I would 
like to give my strong support scientif
ically, economically, and socially for 
the space station, and my hope is that 
this Senate will vote to appropriate the 
necessary funds. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD my 
letter of February 9 to the President of 
the United States in support of the 
space station, and a more defined 
NASA white paper on the benefits of 
research on the space station. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington , DC, February 9, 1993. 

Hon. BILL CLINTON' 
The White House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I am writing as a fol
low-up to my previous letter of February 5 in 
strong support of continued full funding for 
Space Station Freedom. 

Space Station Freedom is an integral part 
of the United States' civilian space program 
and is vital to continued manned space ex
ploration. When considering your budget re
quest to Congress, please keep in mind the 
following significant benefits that Space 
Station Freedom will provide: 

Space Station Freedom Is Defense Conver
sion in Progress: With the end of the Cold 
War and reductions in defense spending, the 
U.S. civilian space program offers an oppor
tunity for the defense industry to utilize its 
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high-skilled labor force and advanced tech
nology for civilian uses. As you stated in 
Putting People First, increased investment in 
the civil space program will "create new jobs 
for our highly skilled former defense work
ers, and increase our understanding of the 
planet and its delicate environmental bal
ance." 

Freedom Provides Important Contributions 
to Science: Entire industries and new tech
nologies have been spun-off from the civilian 
space program and advances have been made 
in the fields of medicine, manufacturing 
electronics and communications. In addi
tion, research that would take place on the 
Space Station could lead to cures for life
threatening diseases, lower pharmaceutical 
costs, and better prepare astronauts for the 
rigors of space travel. 

The Space Station Is An In-Place Eco
nomic Stimulus: Nationally, 75,000 people are 
employed in Space Station related jobs. In 
California alone, over 10,000 jobs, mostly 
high-quality and high-skilled, have been cre
ated and over $5 billion in spending is di
rected at the State. 

Space Station Freedom Is a Revenue 
Enhancer: Historically, there has been a re
turn of over $7 to the private sector for every 
$1 the U.S. has invested in space research 
and development. According to a study by 
Management Information Services, in 1986 
alone, the NASA procurement budget gen
erated $17 .8 billion in total industry sales, 
$2.9 billion in business profits, and $5.6 bil
lion in government tax revenue. As the core 
of the civilian space program, the Space Sta
tion plays a vital part in NASA's overall eco
nomic impact. 

Freedom helps protect U.S. Global Competi
tiveness: The U.S. civilian space industry is 
a notable exception to the decline of Ameri
ca's competitiveness in the global market
place. As Vice President Gore stated, "the 
aerospace industry is our last surviving 
jewel." Aerospace manufacturers accounted 
for 10 percent of all U.S. exports in 1990 and 
the industry's trade surplus was $27 billion in 
1991. 

Space Station Freedom Represents an 
International Commitment: As you recog
nized in Putting People First, "by organizing 
effectively on [the Space Station], we can 
pave the way for future joint international 
ventures, both in space and on earth." Free
dom represents the largest international re
search and development project ever under
taken. Japan, Canada, and Europe have al
ready invested nearly $3 billion in the pro
gram and are continuing to spend significant 
percentages of their national budgets on the 
Space Station. 

The Space Station is Next Step in NASA's 
Space Mission: With the knowledge and ex
pertise accumulated over the last decade of 
successful shuttle missions, Space Station 
Freedom represents the crucial next step in 
building a space infrastructure for the fu
ture. Freedom is a symbol of this country's 
continued leadership in space exploration. 

As you can see, Space Station Freedom of
fers significant benefits to our Nation, in
cluding technological advances, new re
search opportunities, opportunities for con
tinued space exploration, and many others. 
In addition, Freedom is vitally important to 
the economy of the State of California and 
the entire country. 

I am aware of potential cost overruns asso
ciated with the Space Station project, but I 
understand the program is on track and on 
time. More than 50 percent of the Space Sta
tion is already complete with less than half 
of the total development costs spent. 

Through corrective measures and proper 
management, I am confident that Space Sta
tion Freedom can be a cost-effective and via
ble part of the U.S. civilian space program. 

Mr. President, I urge you to include con
tinued full funding for Space Station Free
dom in your FY 1994 budget. I realize that 
cuts in government spending are required, 
and I fully support efforts to trim unneces
sary expenditures and waste. However, Space 
Station Freedom is an important part of the 
United States' civilian space program and is 
critical to California's economy. 

Sincerely, 
DIANNE FEINSTEIN. 

THE BENEFITS OF RESEARCH ON SPACE 
STATION FREEDOM 

Space Station Freedom will be an unprece
dented facility for first-class basic and ap
plied research in life sciences; microgravity 
materials, fluids, combustion and bio
technology research; and technology devel
opment. This research is directed towards 
expansion of scientific knowledge, our com
mitment to improve the quality of life on 
Earth, and our national goal of world leader
ship in space exploration. 

Scientific and technological research on 
Freedom will commence in the mid 1990's. 
When Freedom becomes permanently occu
pied, the station work environment will be 
analogous to an Earth-based laboratory, 
within which investigations will be expanded 
in number and complexity. Specific research 
plans and potential benefits are described 
below for several areas of study. Because of 
the diverse nature of the research which will 
be conducted on Space Station Freedom, no 
one can exactly predict the exciting knowl
edge and benefits which will be realized in 
the next 30 years. 
EXPERIMENTS TO BENEFIT PRESENT MEDICAL 

RESEARCH AND FUTURE LONG-TERM SPACE 
FLIGHT 

From our current vantage, it is difficult to 
identify all of the potential benefits of doing 
biomedical research in the microgravity en
vironment. However, because of the very fun
damental role gravity plays in both physio
logical and physical systems, research per
formed on Space Station Freedom will pro
vide a unique window into the function of 
these systems. In the area of biomedicine 
and biotechnology, the pervasive effects of 
gravity on human physiology will be absent 
in the microgravity environment providing a 
powerful tool to explore human physio
logical function, with both near- and long
term benefits. 

The potential benefits to the terrestrial 
medical community, because of a better un
derstanding of the mechanisms that underlie 
space flight deconditioning, promise to be 
significant. One of the health hazards of 
long-term space flight is bone loss induced 
by the absence of gravity loading of the skel
etal system. This loss bears certain 
similarities to osteoporosis. Space sciences 
research is targeted at determining the 
mechanisms of bone loss in space that could 
assist in the search for new and better treat
ments for bone loss on Earth. An understand
ing of the immune system compromise in 
microgravity may help elucidate the cause 
or potential treatments for a number of com
mon diseases that involve immune suppres
sion or autoimmune (against self) reactions. 
Examples of these diseases include rheu
matoid arthritis and Lupus. Both clinical re
search and basic research conducted in space 
flight could help in the ongoing quest to 
identify the definitive cause of malignant 
diseases. 

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE TECHNIQUES, 
AND LOGISTICS SUPPORT 

Space Station Freedom will provide valu
able information on the operation and main
tenance of a large space vehicle. Human fac
tors research on the human-machine and 
human-robot-machine interfaces has signifi
cantly influenced the systems designs and 
the development of operations techniques. 
These designs and operations techniques will 
provide command and control concepts that 
may involve numerous ground-based and on
orbit personnel, systems and interfaces. The 
designs and operations techniques are being 
implemented to allow evolutionary charge as 
we gain experience. Actual Space Station op
erations will demonstrate these concepts, 
permit their evaluation and guide their en
hancement for the Space Station itself and 
for their specification when applied in future 
longer duration space flights. The Space Sta
tion will provide the quintessential testbed 
for validating and guiding new development 
of these operations and logistics support con
cepts. 
DEVELOPMENT OF SUPPORT SYSTEMS TO BENE

FIT LONG-TERM HUMAN SPACE EXPLORATION 

Long-term space flight will require sys
tems that are compact, lightweight, energy 
efficient and reliable. Space Station Free
dom's systems are being designed to meet 
these requirements. Examples of tech
nologies and systems that will be advanced 
by Space Station Freedom's development 
and operation include environmental control 
and life support; power generation, storage 
and management, and thermal control. 

Space Station Freedom will advance envi
ronmental control and life support tech
nologies through development of closed-loop 
air revitalization systems for crew breath
ing, closed-loop water regeneration systems 
for drinking and washing, and environmental 
contamination control systems to ensure a 
healthy environment. Many of the sensors 
and process technologies that are being de
veloped for Freedom's life support system 
have potential for future Earth-based appli
cations in environmental monitoring and 
control. Indoor air quality, a significant 
problem in many office buildings and indus
trial settings, could be monitored and con
trolled through the application of sensors 
and technologies derived from Space Station 
Freedom's life support system. 

Freedom's power generation and storage 
system will be the largest capacity space 
power system ever flown. Energy storage, for 
use when Freedom is in the Earth's shadow, 
will be provided by high capacity nickel-hy
drogen batteries, with the largest power 
storage capacity produced to date. They rep
resent an advancement in the state-of-the
art through their ability to be frequently 
discharged and recharged over many thou
sands of orbits while retaining their original 
high power output levels. High efficiency 
solid-state remote power controllers are 
being developed for the Space Station. Be
sides having applications on future space
craft, these technologies can also be applied 
to terrestrial power systems. 

Freedom's thermal control system will em
ploy improved active cooling technology and 
will utilize a two-phase ammonia cooling 
system with deployable and articulated radi
ator panels. The thermal control system will 
transport the heat generated in the pressur
ized modules and radiate it to space. Free
dom's thermal control system will be de
signed to have high cooling efficiency, low 
power consumption, high reliability and long 
life. This technology could be used to im
prove the energy and cooling efficiencies and 
reliability of cooling systems here on Earth. 



September 21, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 21865 
STUDIES OF ORGANISMS, PLANS AND ANIMALS IN 

LOW GRAVITY TO BETTER UNDERSTAND LIFE 

Gravity plays a key role in the develop
ment of most, if not all, biological systems. 
The opportunity to examine microorga
nisms, plants, animals and humans in a low
gravity environment is unprecedented in the 
history of biology. Experiments will focus on 
identifying the organ or site of gravity re
ception; on determining the effect of gravity 
on reproduction, development and evolution; 
and on investigating physiological responses 
to low gravity. Research will take advantage 
of a large centrifuge which will provide con
trolled levels of gravity for the experiments. 
EXPERIMENTS ON GROWING PLANTS IN SPACE TO 

BENEFIT ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGIES 

For long ventures in space, the resupply of 
life-sustaining materials from Earth could 
be impractical, both technologically and fi
nancially. Extended Space Station missions, 
or longer term human expeditions to the 
moon or to Mars and beyond, will need to 
somehow be provided with life-sustaining 
materials (air, water and food). The feasibil
ity of generating these materials on board 
will be investigated on Space Station Free
dom. NASA is developing Space Station 
Freedom payloads which will provide envi
ronments for the growth of plants in space. 
Plants not only provide organic materials 
that can be used as a food source, but, in ad
dition, they release oxygen, absorb carbon 
dioxide, transpire moisture than can be con
densed for use as potable water, and utilize 
waste products as nutrients. Therefore, this 
research offers a unique vehicle for inves
tigators to explore plant growth and develop
ment while isolating the effect of gravity 
from other forces, such as temperature 
changes and lighting. Two significant by
products of this research are technologies 
that enhance the yield and quality of crops, 
and new technologies for water pollution 
control and waste disposal. 
CRYSTAL GROWTH AND SOLIDIFICATION RE

SEARCH AND ELECTRONIC AND PHOTONIC MA
TERIALS, METALS, ALLOYS, GLASSES AND CE
RAMICS 

Onboard Space Station Freedom, detailed 
scientific research in the area of semi
conductors, metals, alloys, composite mate
rials, glasses and ceramics will be explored. 
Furnace facilities will be installed to expand 
our knowledge in a wide variety of materials 
with broad potential applications. These ap
plications include new optical communica
tions systems, improved computer memory 
technology, improved sensors and solar cells, 
and optical storage media for commercial 
and defense applications. 

PRODUCTION OF CRYSTALS FOR WIDE RANGING 
COMMERCIAL APPLICATIONS 

Commercial organizations are planning re
search into the production of zeolites on 
Space Station Freedom for a wide range of 
industrial applications. Zeolites are crystals 
with microscopic tunnels which allow them 
to be used in many industrial processes 
which involve filtering. They are also used 
widely as catalysts to initiate or control 
chemical reactions. Industrial users of 
zeolites include the chemical industry for 
such applications as petroleum refining and 
waste management, and the biomedical in
dustry uses zeolites for purification of fluids. 
Zeoli tes are also used in life support sys
tems, such as the planned usage in the Space 
Station Freedom air revitalization system. 

The ultimate goal of zeolite synthesis in 
space is to grow larger, more uniform zeolite 
crystals. Many industries, including the 
chemical processing industry and bio-

technology/medical industry, will be inter
ested in these crystals, particularly if they 
can be grown in significant quantities. The 
space-grown zeolite crystals could result in 
the development of portable kidney dialysis 
machines; improve industrial chemical proc
esses; and improve radioactive waste cleanup 
by extracting radioactive elements through 
their ion exchange capability. 

SPACE TESTING OF INTEGRATED CIRCUITS TO 
BENEFIT PRESENT GROUND-BASED RESEARCH 
AND FUTURE LONG-TERM SPACE FLIGHTS 

Technologists will study the behavior of 
integrated circuits in the space environment 
where radiation such as cosmic rays can 
cause failures (upsets) in the circuits. These 
upsets could jeopardize critical spacecraft 
functions. Experiments will be conducted to 
establish cause and effect between radiation 
and circuit failures and to evaluate the cir
cuits' ability to recover from upsets (fault 
tolerance). While the incidence of cosmic ray 
induced upsets is low on Earth, large-scale 
computer systems may also be affected by 
this radiation. The results could be used to 
improve the reliability and fault tolerance of 
integrated circuits in spacecraft and may be 
applicable to large-scale Earth-based sys
tems, as well. 

GROWTH OF HIGHLY ORDERED PROTEIN CRYS
TALS FOR STRUCTURAL BIOLOGY AND POTEN
TIAL DEVELOPMENT OF NEW PHARMA
CEUTICALS 

Protein crystals will be grown in the low
gravi ty environment of Space Station. Space 
grown crystals will be analyzed to determine 
their three-dimensional molecular structure 
and identify active sites on these molecules 
where the actual function of the protein is 
performed. This information is used to de
sign pharmaceutical compounds which will 
inhibit or enhance the action of a specific 
protein in the body, plant system or chemi
cal system. Some of the potential applica
tions are the development of systems and 
products to potentially treat diseases such 
as cancer, immune deficiencies, emphysema, 
and high blood pressure. Other potential ben
efits are products which will increase the 
success of organ transplants and implants, 
the development of pesticides to enhance 
crop development, and the enhancement of 
protein nutrition in some foods (of particular 
interest to developing nations). Many com
panies are making use of the knowledge 
gained from this basic research, presently 
being performed on Shuttle flights. 

SPACE-BASED GROWTH OF CELLS, PROTEINS AND 
OTHER MOLECULES BY COMMERCIAL ORGANI
ZATIONS COULD YIELD NEW AND BETTER MEDI
CINES 

Commercial organizations are developing a 
payload that will provide a controlled envi
ronment for experiments related to micro
organisms, cell and crystal formation re
search. Temperatures within the device will 
be adjustable so that researchers can provide 
a suitable environment for the growth and 
development of bacteria and other cells, as 
well as for proteins and other molecules. 
This work is crucial for long-term space hab
itation research into topics as diverse as 
waste treatment and mammalian growth and 
development. On Earth, this work means 
that our scientists will be offered a con
trolled environment for the growth of spe
cific molecular and macromolecular com
pounds, and pharmaceuticals. New type of 
cells, via space-engineered organisms, may 
yield new by-products with a wide range of 
applications. 

GROWTH OF CELLS AND TISSUES FOR SCIENTIFIC 
AND BIOTECHNOLOGY APPLICATIONS 

In Earth-based laboratory research, cells 
are placed in solutions which are circulated 
at a very slow rate so that the cells receive 
their necessary nutrients. This technique 
simulates low gravity by keeping the cells or 
tissues gently suspended. Recent results in
dicate that such suspensions of cells promote 
development of three-dimensional tissue. 
Space Station Freedom will provide sci
entists with an unprecedented environment 
for the study of growth of normal and can
cerous human tissues outside the body. In 
the low-gravity environment of Space Sta
tion, cells will remain suspended in the solu
tion. This could become an invaluable tool 
for gaining important information in medi
cine and the biological sciences. The knowl
edge gained through this research may then 
be used to develop new medical technologies. 
SEPARATION AND PURIFICATION OF BIOLOGICAL 

MATERIALS TO BENEFIT DEVELOPMENT OF 
PHARMACEUTICALS 

Commercially oriented research is being 
planned with the process of electrophoresis. 
Electrophoresis is a ground-based process 
which will be explored for use in space to 
separate components of biological materials 
for the development of pharmaceutical prod
ucts. If successful, this process could be used 
by pharmaceutical companies in the develop
ment of such products as growth hormones 
for the treatment of impaired growth and 
stature-related problems in children; beta 
cells which are being explored as a potential 
single-injection treatment for diabetes; and 
epidermal growth factor products for the 
treatment of burns and wounds. 
RESEARCH ON STRUCTURAL DYNAMICS AND 

SPACECRAFT MATERIALS TO ENABLE LONG-DU
RA TION MISSIONS 

Future planetary exploration or the devel
opment of bases on the moon or Mars will re
quire spacecraft and systems that are larger 
and more complex than any existing space 
platforms. This will include the structural 
components of the vehicle itself, as well as 
large-scale antennae and solar panel struc
tures that will be required. In order to en
sure that these vehicles and systems perform 
acceptably, we must understand the dynamic 
behavior of very large-scale structures in 
space and devise technology to control their 
dynamic response. Space Station Freedom 
will provide the first opportunity to verify 
dynamic models of a large space vehicle, on
orbit, over an extended period of time. These 
models will provide the basis for the design 
of future spacecraft. Additionally, character
izing the dynamic response of the Station 
will provide valuable correlations between 
the Station dynamics and payload behaviors 
and insight into the impact of reboost on 
structural components. 

With plans for extended space missions on 
Space Station Freedom and other long-dura
tion spacecraft, the impact of the space envi
ronment on spacecraft materials and coat
ings must be understood, and new materials 
must be tested in the space environment. 
The results of the Long Duration Exposure 
Facility (LDEF) experiment (1985-1990) indi
cated significant changes in the composition 
and functionally of materials and coatings 
after prolonged exposure to atomic oxygen 
and cosmic rays in space: Space Station 
Freedom will allow samples of new materials 
to be tested in orbit as they are developed on 
Earth. 

NOISE AND VIBRATION RESEARCH TO IMPROVE 
WORK ENVIRONMENTS IN SPACE AND ON EARTH 

Engineers will develop .the technologies 
and methods required to design and operate 
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the Space Station. One example is tech
nology to ensure acceptable. levels of vibra
tion and noise exposure to the crew, Station 
experiments and systems. Approaches and 
technologies for improving the research and 
living environment on Space Station will be 
developed. Applications on Earth may in
clude improved methods for noise and vibra
tion control in industry and transportation. 
COMBUSTION EXPERIMENTS TO BENEFIT ENERGY, 

PROPULSION AND FIRE SAFETY IMPROVEMENT 

Combustion involves the release of large 
amounts of chemical energy. On the ground, 
gravity causes air currents near flames, feed
ing the flame with oxygen, and removing 
heat. Researchers can gain a better under
standing of combustion by studying the 
process without the effect of gravity. Sci
entists will study how flames spread, smol
der and stop. Applications may be found in 
areas such as energy, propulsion, explosion 
control, fuel burning efficiency and fire safe
ty. 

Several Sena tors addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BREAUX). The Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the amendment offered by 
the distinguished Senator from Arkan
sas [Mr. BUMPERS], the distinguished 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER], 
the distinguished Senator from Maine 
[Mr. COHEN], and myself to eliminate 
further funding for the space station. 

Mr. President, I am sure my col
leagues will recall that, during the re
cent debate on the deficit reduction 
bill that occurred here on the floor 
about 6 weeks ago, many of our col
leagues were howling that there were 
not enough spending cuts in the deficit 
reduction bill. They were saying, "I 
would support this bill if there were 
more spending cuts." In fact, some 
were coming on the floor with very 
elaborate charts indicating that there 
just were not enough spending cuts and 
that is why they could not support the 
bill. 

They are going to have an oppor
tunity today to put their vote where 
their mouth was. They said that only a 
single-minded focus on cutting spend
ing would resolve this Nation's deficit 
crisis. As I said earlier, the cries to cut 
spending were ricocheting off the walls 
of this Chamber out into the Halls and 
out across the country. 

I do not come before my colleagues 
here today to try to reignite the par
tisan fire or really to revisit the budget 
debate. I will say that myself and 
many of our colleagues on this side of 
the aisle have a long and documented 
history of making and recommending 
specific spending cuts. I will say, as 
chairman of the Budget Committee, 
these so-called general cuts, to say we 
are going to put a cap on this or we are 
going to make a 2-percent reduction 
across the board, those things just do 
not work. What you have to do is rec
ommend and execute specific spending 
cuts. 

We are ready to roll up our sleeves 
right here today, some of us. I see my 

friend from South Carolina here, the guished Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
distinguished chairman of the author- WARNER] and the distinguished Senator 
izing committee. I suspect he will join from Maine [Mr. COHEN] from the other 
with us. We are ready to roll up our side of the aisle-if you are serious 
sleeves and add to the $255 billion in about eliminating billions of dollars of 
spending cuts that were already en- wasteful spending, then it is time to 
acted into law. saddle up, ride out, and sound the 

It is because I am ready to cut spend- alarm about the dangers of the contin
ing further-to cut spending further- ued funding of the space station. 
today that I support this amendment I will just say that, sure, it would be 
to terminate funding for the space sta- nice to have a space station. The Rus
tion. We have heard a lot of discussion sians have already done it. They are 
here on the floor about the great bankrupt. But it would be nice to have 
things, the great scientific achieve- a space station if we could afford it. It 
ments that are going to flow from this would be nice to have a lot of things if 
space station. The truth is, Mr. Presi- the budget was in such a shape that we 
dent, when you blow all of the foam off could afford it. But as chairman of the 
of it, what you have in this space sta- Senate Budget Committee, I have long 
tion is nothing more and nothing less been concerned about this space sta
than a jobs bill. It is a jobs bill. It is tion's very enormous price tag. When it 
being supported by many of our col- comes to cost, you do not need to be a 
leagues who just a few weeks ago were NASA rocket scientist to realize that 
saying Government cannot create jobs. the space station defies the laws of 
Now they are coming to us and saying gravity as the costs keep going up and 
let us keep this project going because up and up. Despite several major reduc
we need the jobs, and we are willing to tions in its size, its scope, and its com
increase the deficit to do it. plexity, since the program was first an-

That is the bottom line. That is what nounced by President Reagan in 1984, 
we are talking about here today. Let the cost of the space station is still 
me make it perfectly clear that a vote headed literally out of the ionosphere. 
in favor of this amendment will reduce Senator GRAMM of Texas made the 
the deficit by $9 billion in outlays over analogy in his speech last evening that, 
the next 5 years. That is because the with regard to redesign of the space 
amendment that Senator BUMPERS and station process, it has gone through 
I are offering directs the Office of Man- one redesign after another, after an
agement and Budget to reduce the cap other, after another, each time alleg
on discretionary spending by $9 billion edly reducing it in cost, but also reduc
in outlays that would have been spent ing it with regard to its mission. 
on the space station over the next 5 The Senator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM] 
years. said we started out with a Cadillac and 

I have heard Senators say on the ended up with a Chevrolet. But I think 
floor of this body and privately: "Yes, we started out with a Pinto and have 
I would vote to terminate the space ended up with a Yugo here today. That 
station if we could actually make the is what we have. According to the GAO 
savings, and if we could actually re- report issued in May of this year enti
duce the deficit; but I am not going to tled "Space Station: Program Instabil
vote to terminate the space station be- ity and Cost Growth Continue Pending 
cause those funds will simply flow into Redesign." 
another project if we do not do some- What was sold as an $8 billion project 
thing about reducing the caps and at its inception has escalated to over 
make sure that the money cannot be $40 billion. The total lifetime cost of 
spent." the space station, prior to the latest 

That argument does not hold any- redesign effort, was over $120 billion. 
more. They cannot have it both ways. How in the world colleagues who just a 
They cannot come in here now and say: few weeks ago-and I see my friend 
"Well, I would have voted to terminate from Massachusetts on the floor, and 
the space station, but if I had done so, he will remember this-were saying 
they would have simply taken the that we have to cut spending more, and 
money and spent it somewhere else." the reason I cannot support this deficit 

The vote on this amendment will be reduction plan before us is that it does 
whether you want to fund the space not cut spending enough. How those 
station, or do you want to reduce the same colleagues can vote to fund a tur
deficit by some $9 billion in outlays key like this space station that could 
over the 5 years? still end up costing $120 billion over its 

So no Senator can come to the floor lifetime is absolutely beyond com
and claim that a vote to eliminate the prehension. 
space station will not go toward deficit The majority leader of the U.S. Sen
reduction. This amendment will put a ate, the Senator from Maine, who is a 
lock around all those savings. wise man, once said on the floor of this 

I say to my colleagues on both sides Senate: "The essence of democracy is 
of the aisle in a bipartisan way-and accountability." 
this is a bipartisan amendment before I ask my colleagues, how are you 
this body today, offered by Senator going to say, "I could not vote against 
BUMPERS and myself from our side of that deficit reduction bill because it 
the aisle, and offered by the dis tin- · did not have enough spending cuts," 
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and then come out here on this floor in 
the light of day and vote for a project 
that may, even after the latest rede
sign effort is completed, still end up 
costing the taxpayers $120 billion over 
its lifetime? It is a project of very du
bious utility that has been redesigned 
time after time after time, until all of 
the designs and redesign has designed 
virtually all of the utility out of its 
project. 

I must say that I fought the Presi
dent on his insistence on yet another 
redesign by NASA of the space station. 
But consider this: The previous scaled 
down version of the station did not 
yield any savings. My concern is that 
when the latest design is submitted, 
the taxpayers will still find themselves 
with more than a $30 billion yoke hang
ing around their necks. And what for? 
According to many experts, the already 
scaled down, but still $40 billion-plus 
space station Freedom, would generate 
very meager and very questionable sci
entific benefits. 

The National Research Council esti
mated that 87 percent of the so-called 
microgravity research plan for space 
station Freedom could have been ac
complished with either the shuttle or 
unmanned space vehicles. Mr. Presi
dent, at a later time, I will go into fur
ther detail about the scientific prob
lems with the space station. But the 
distinguished Senator from Massachu
setts is on the floor and he wishes to 
speak. I also see the distinguished 
chairman of the Commerce Committee 
here, and he wishes to speak. I do not 
want to impose unduly on their time. 

I think the time has come for those 
of us on this Senate floor to make a de
termination. Do we simply want to 
talk about reducing spending? Do we 
simply want to talk about fiscal re
sponsibility? Or do we want to be ac
countable? Can you actually vote 
today to save the taxpayers more than 
$100 billion over the lifetime cost of 
this program? 

I remember what the senior Senator 
from Texas said when we were debating 
the deficit reduction bill just a few 
weeks ago, I say to my friend from 
South Carolina on this floor, and I 
want to quote him. This is what Sen
ator GRAMM said: "We want to cut 
spending first. I for one," he said, 
"would be willing to work to do that, 
and I pledge to the President today on 
just the off chance that we might get 
an opportunity to put our vote where 
our mouth is." 

So said the senior Senator from 
Texas. He is going to have an oppor
tunity, Mr. President, either today or 
tomorrow, along with many others of 
our colleagues here, to put their money 
and their vote where their mouth is 
and let us see if they want to cut 
spending or if they simply want to act 
out a charade. Let us see if they are 
really concerned about the deficit or 
not, because we are going to have to 
stand up and be counted on this. 

Mr. President, I will yield the floor 
at this juncture with the statement 
that I will have more to say later on 
this subject perhaps this afternoon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Massachusetts is recognized. 

TERMINATE THE SPACE STATION 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague from Tennessee, first of 
all, for his courtesy and secondly for 
his leadership on eliminating waste 
from the Federal budget. 

I was most interested in his observa
tion that we cannot afford to continue 
funding this program if its sole purpose 
is as a jobs program. Certainly, creat
ing jobs should be our No. 1 national 
priority, but the space station is not 
the way to accomplish it. 

First of all, it is a grossly inefficient 
jobs program costing $80,000 to $100,000 
per job. Second, it is a grossly unfair 
jobs program, benefiting only a handful 
of States but asking all to pay for it. 

We heard a great deal from the Sen
ator from Texas and the Senator from 
California about the benefits of the 
space station. Well, it is probably not a 
coincidence that 5 States-among them 
Texas and California-account for 85 
percent of all space station contracts. 
However, funding for the project comes 
from general revenues, which means 
that taxpayers in the other 45 States 
pay for the jobs created in those five 
States. In my home State of Massachu
setts, for example, firms receive about 
$600,000 from NASA contracts-so there 
will be pain in Massachusetts if the 
space station is terminated. But that 
$600,000 is insignificant when measured 
against Massachusetts' share of the 
taxes that fund the space station-$63 
million in 1993. In effect, Massachu
setts received a return of one penny on 
every dollar that we invested in the 
program. 

But the fact that the program is 
grossly inefficient and unfair as a jobs 
program is not its only problem. The 
other problem is that it is not the best 
use of our tax dollars. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KERRY. For what purpose am I 
asked to yield? 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. To answer a ques
tion. Is the Senator aware that the 
citizens of Texas have put $400 million 
into this project and have $300 million 
in contracts? I did not know if the Sen
ator was aware of that. 

Mr. KERRY. Absolutely, I am aware 
of that. That is precisely what I am 
talking about. 

The only test of this program is not 
whether each State gets more or less 
than it puts in. That is not the issue. 

The issue here comes down to the ex
tent to which this space station-and 
the benefits it might or might not pro
vide-measure up against the other pri
orities that we are required to choose 
among in the name of the people who 
pay taxes. 

When you balance the space station's 
potential benefits against the current 
reality of the priori ties we need to fund 
in this country, eliminating the space 
station is not a hard choice. 

The experts agree that the benefits 
from this project simply do not justify 
its cost. The Institute of Electrical and 
Electronics Engineers has said: 

We concur that technology developed by 
the space station may well have commercial 
applications, but as with the space shuttle, 
relatively insignificant when compared with 
the cost. 

Let me repeat that: 
Insignificant when measured against the 

cost. 
And, the March 1991 report by the di

rector of the White House Office on 
Science and Technology, President 
Bush's science adviser, Alan Bromley, 
included the following statement: 

Neither the commercial processes nor the 
scientific merit of the microgravity experi
ments come close to justifying the cost and 
effort required to build, deploy, and operate 
the station. 

The experts agree that the benefits 
are just not there in sufficient meas
ure. 

Now, Mr. President, like most of us 
here I grew up excited by President 
Kennedy's challenge to the country to 
go into space, go to the Moon. All of us 
have lived with the extraordinary con
tributions of the space effort and of our 
astronauts-including both Senator 
Garn and Senator GLENN. But when 
you balance what this space station of
fers, exploration, against the needs 
that we have here and now, it does not 
cry out for the enormous funding level 
it receives. 

As we look at the issues in front of us 
here, we must ask ourselves what we 
can do to hold together the fabric of 
American society. These are the prior
i ties that do not get funded when we 
continue to pour billions into the space 
station and projects like it. 

The incidence of crime in Florida and 
all across this country is appalling. It 
did not even shock most Americans 
that another tourist was just killed in 
Miami. Thousands of Americans are 
killed every day in America and we do 
not have enough cops on the street to 
do anything about it. 

We still do not have full drug treat
ment in America. Years after we first 
declared a "War on Drugs," drugs are 
as prevalent as ever on the streets, in 
the schoolyards. How can anyone tell 
me that at this moment in time, at 
this instant in America, that rather 
than providing full drug treatment or 
putting sufficient numbers of cops on 
the streets to provide for the safety of 
Americans, that we must put billion
dollar gadgets into space? 

I cannot accept that argument. 
And it is not only the security of 

American citizens that suffer so that 
we can fund projects like this, it is also 
other scientific research about which I 
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care deeply. As a member of the Com
merce Committee, I have fought along
side the chairman to fund many sci
entific programs. At times we have had 
to beg, borrow, pray, and steal and in 
the end we often wind up shortchang
ing most of these programs. For me, al
lowing this extraordinarily large 
science program to receive funding at 
the expense of these other so-called 
small science-but often more valu
able-scientific programs is uncon
scionable. 

I would like to share with my col
leagues what the cost of funding the 
space station is in terms of some of 
these other projects. 

First, there are the NASA projects. 
NASA's purpose, Mr. President, is not 
just to launch space craft. Its true goal 
should be gaining knowledge of the 
universe. And there are many ways in 
which we can gain this knowledge of 
the universe, but because we have 
placed so much priority on the space 
station the other NASA programs 
other than the space station suffer 
enormous cuts. 

Let me just point a couple of them 
out. The National Aerospace plane that 
performs research in air dynamics and 
pollution technology. That is a project 
that would help the U.S. aircraft indus
try to get from the 747 technology to 
the technology needed to design an en
vironmentally sound commercially via
ble supersonic transport. That is a 
project that would put many more peo
ple to work and make us more commer
cially strong in the world. But it is al
ways short of its funding target despite 
the fact that is key to that industry 
and to exports. 

The Galileo mission to Jupiter, on 
which we have already spent $1 billion, 
will not be able to obtain the scientific 
information it was built to obtain
about Jupiter and its radiation envi
ronment-for lack of $15 million to fin
ish the antenna. 

Second, there are the worthy projects 
of the National Science Foundation 
which funds research in such areas as 
condensed matter physics-which ad
vances our knowledge of how to make 
more efficient semiconductors, critical 
to California, critical to Massachusetts 
and other States, critical to our overall 
competitive posture. Yet this research 
is seriously underfunded. 

Third, the National Institutes of 
Heal th provides grants to researchers 
in the whole scope of health-related 
fields including cancer research, breast 
cancer, emphysema, AIDS, Alzheimer's 
disease. These grants spawned bio
technology. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will observe the hour of 12:30 has 
arrived. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the Senate remain 
in session until the Senator from 
South Carolina has completed his re
marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HOLLINGS. May I have 10 min
utes? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Reserving the right 
to object, I would be very happy to ac
commodate the Senator. I know there 
were so many who wanted to express 
their views, I certainly would not ob
ject. I hope my colleagues who have 
completed their remarks will, in the 
caucus, help me when I arrive after the 
time agreed upon. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I will 
take my 10 minutes after the Senator 
concludes. 

Mr. KERRY. I will indeed help the 
manager. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, the 
grants I am talking about within NIH 
spawned the biotechnology industry. 
They continue to provide important 
discoveries that are crucial to curing 
disease and to developing new drugs. 
NIH research grant funding will basi
cally stay even with last year and is 
grossly insufficient given our need to 
find solutions to such diseases as 
breast cancer, AIDS, and others. It is 
just unconscionable that we cannot 
find funding for real research into 
these diseases and put it into gim
micky projects concocted to justify the 
space station instead. 

Then there is the National Institute 
of Standards and Technology's Ad
vanced Technology Program [A TPJ 
that performs research into critical 
technologies such as materials process
ing, biotechnology, and microelec
tronics. ATP is now funded at some $68 
million, but thanks to the leadership of 
the Senator from South Carolina, the 
Commerce Committee recently passed 
a bill seeking to raise that funding up 
to $200 million. But all of us under
stand there is very little possibility 
that this priority is going to be fully 
funded because we do not know where 
to find the money. But it goes into the 
space station at a rate the GAO and 
every other study has said is beyond 
any comprehension. 

Mr. President, the fact is we must 
really stand back and ask the question: 
Are we still a Congress that in the 
name of the American people can pre
tend to be responsible about the deficit 
and the budget while we continue to 
fund things because we would like to 
rather than because they are the only 
things that are really vital to the qual
ity of life and our ability to hold to
gether the fabric of our communities? 

I was recently in an inner-city school 
in Boston called the Jeremiah Burke 
School. It has 900 inner-city kids. They 
have one guidance counselor. The 
teachers are struggling to provide ma
terials for these students because they 
did not have enough books to go 
around. The school had a set of com
puters but no one able to teach these 

children on them because of the budget 
cuts. 

You can go across America and find 
communities like this where the fabric 
is just being ripped apart because we 
are not making the hard choices. 

People are screaming out about per
sonal security in America. Crime is 
worse than it ever was. I look at the 
court system I used to work in. I have 
gone back and talked to prosecutors, 
talked to cops. They tell me it is fall
ing apart. They cannot get the court 
space. They cannot move people 
through the system. There is nowhere 
to put anybody. We are willing to put 
people into space but we are not will
ing to put people into jail who belong 
in jail. 

This is a basic simple choice. Are we 
prepared to decide for America what we 
need to spend money on rather than 
what we would like to spend money on? 

You can look at the job training pro
grams. You can look at the child im
munization program. We have diseases 
coming back in America that we 
thought we had eradicated a few years 
ago. Why? Because the Child Immuni
zation Program does not reach every
body, and it was cut. 

We have libraries and schools in the 
United States of America that are shut 
in the afternoon and kids have nowhere 
to go. We have whole cities that are de
prived of Boys and Girls Clubs so only 
10 percent of the population has a place 
to find an outlet. But we can find 
money to put a few astronauts up in 
space at this moment in time? 

I would love to do that. I was raised 
on the promise of President Kennedy. 
Someone here asked earlier, "Don't we 
have people of vision anymore?" Yes, 
Mr. President, we do. But the vision is 
to restore the American dream to our 
citizens, to restore their sense of safety 
on the streets, to invest in technology 
that will increase our competitiveness 
and the quality of jobs, to invest in the 
research that will cure our deadly dis
eases, and to restore our communities 
to the condition where children can 
learn and dream. 

Will terminating this program hurt 
in California? Will it hurt in Texas? 
Will the loss of $600,000 hurt in Massa
chusetts? Yes, it will hurt. But if we 
measure that loss against the pain that 
people across the country are feeling 
because we are not willing to address 
our fundamental needs as a Nation. 

It is a hard choice time. That is what 
this is about, and I think the American 
people are waiting feverishly to see 
whether the United States Congress 
can actually do something for once-
whether we can really deliver some 
spending reductions and make some of 
the choices we ought to make for our 
future. 

Mr. President, I hope we will finally 
ante up and deliver to the American 
people. I had a separate bill to try to 
cut the space station and a number of 
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other wasteful Federal programs. I am 
delighted to join the Senator from Ar
kansas and the Senator from Tennessee 
and others who are leading in this ef
fort to try to help the Congress do the 
responsible thing. I hope we will suc
ceed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Carolina is recognized. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, let 
me right away thank the distinguished 
manager of the bill. She is very gener
ous to allow these few minutes to 
speak. 

As chairman of the Cammi ttee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transpor
tation, I oversee many Federal pro
grams designed to stimulate the econ
omy, provide jobs, and assist industry 
in competing in international markets. 
I believe that science and technology 
will pay an increasingly important role 
in our Nation's future economic health 
and success. For this reason, I have 
supported investments in the U.S. Civil 
Space Program. 

However, at a time when our Federal 
budget deficit soars over $300 billion, 
we cannot afford to continue funding 
monumental science and technology 
programs that have questionable re
turns on investment. While technical 
risks are inherent in all research and 
development programs, NASA needs to 
ensure that taxpayer money is spent 
prudently. 

The recent $1 billion loss of the Mars 
ObserveF spacecraft is a great dis
appointment to the American public. 
The total loss of the Mars Observer fol
lows partial failures of the Galileo and 
Hubble space telescope. Despite 
NASA's history of successfully develop
ing and operating spacecraft, these re
cent examples reduce our confidence in 
investing precious taxpayer dollars in 
expensive space programs. 

Let us consider our investment in the 
space station. Since 1985, Congress has 
provided $11 billion for development of 
the space station program. Even with 
the cost reductions from redesign, 
NASA would still require another $21 
billion to complete the space station. 
Furthermore, if the full costs of all the 
space shuttle flights, personnel, and fa
cilities that NASA would need to build, 
operate, and maintain the space sta
tion are included, the total life cycle 
costs would approach $100 billion. So 
even with this latest redesign, the 
space station remains extremely ex
pensive to build and operate in these 
difficult budget times. 

The administration claims to save 4 
billion over the next 5 years through 
redesign of the space station. While I 
commend the President for confronting 
the escalating problems of the space 
station program, initiating a redesign 
which resulted in reduced costs while 
ensuring the integrity of science objec
tives and maintaining the interests of 
our international partners, unfortu
nately, the question is not how much 

this redesign saves, but how much we 
still need to spend if we are going to 
continue funding the space station. 

Let me make clear that I am not ad
vocating that we abandon our space 
program. Currently, we spend $4-$5 bil
lion annually for NASA's space shuttle 
fleet. This is a significant level of fund
ing that, if used effectively, should 
allow NASA to pursue valuable sci
entific research in microgravity envi
ronments using the space shuttle and 
the highly trained astronaut corps. A 
research program based on the space 
shuttle will yield important benefits in 
medical research, advanced tech
nologies, and scientific exploration 
without the exorbitant cost of the 
space station. 

Instead of spending billions of dollars 
on large space projects, NASA should 
focus its research and development 
strengths on efforts that can help turn 
around the U.S. economy. Aeronautics, 
robotics, and biotechnology are exam
ples where NASA has special knowl
edge and capabilities critical to our 
Nation's competitiveness and future. In 
this regard, I commend the administra
tion's efforts to make possible United 
States and Russian cooperation in 
space. The post-cold war era promises 
to provide many opportunities to en
courage greater international coopera
tion in areas such as science and tech
nology. 

Likewise, the opportunity exists now 
for NASA to play a key role in tech
nology development and to work more 
closely with U.S. industries. However, 
the space station will continue to 
consume a disproportionate share of 
the NASA budget and will not contrib
ute substantially to developing the 
critical technologies that may enhance 
U.S. competitiveness. 

Cutting a highly visible space pro
gram is difficult. However, we cannot 
shirk our responsibility to reduce un
necessary spending for high-priced Fed
eral programs. I ask my colleagues to 
take responsibility for addressing our 
Federal budget deficit and vote to ter
minate the space station program. 

Again, recognizing the distinguished 
Senator from Arkansas' leadership on 
this particular score, I followed him be
fore and very quietly voted with him 
before. As chairman of the Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation Commit
tee, I am particularly grateful again to 
the Senator from Massachusetts who 
has accurately distinguished between 
what is desirable in government and 
what is necessary in government. 

I necessarily rise with trepidation. 
The former Speaker of the House, Tip 
O'Neill, said that all politics is local. 
We can add a corollary to that. All pol
itics is a true/false quiz. We live in the 
age of the 20-second sound byte and 
there is little room for reason now, in 
this most deliberative body. But once 
you emit a sound on any score, you are 
either for or against and that is the 

way the particular 20-second sound 
byte is going to appear. You are not al
lowed nuance. You cannot expound or 
explain at length why we should delay, 
put off, or prioritize any particular 
program. 

In that light, I am not against the 
space program. I am very, very much 
an enthusiast for its fine work and the 
advances in science, technology, and 
health that it has produced. Yet, at the 
same time, I cannot go along with this 
space station. 

I have tracked it from its drawing 
board stage, and you can see right now 
after years, we are back at the drawing 
board stage. It has not been developed. 
NASA management has been rather lax 
in its letting of contracts. They have 
not audited them properly; they have 
not coordinated them properly. There 
are many public misgivings. 

It is disturbing today to hear the 
case made that we should not cut the 
space station because the money will 
not actually be saved, it will be si
phoned off to other programs. False. It 
is exactly the purpose of the amend
ment by the Senator from Arkansas to 
ensure that every dollar cut from the 
space station is applied strictly to defi
cit reduction. 

We have listened to wonderful argu
ments about health spinoffs from space 
station research into crystalization 
and microgravity. I serve on the Sub
committee on Labor, Health and 
Human Resources. This year out at the 
National Institutes of Health, 85 per
cent of highly rated research propos
als-approved for funding-will go un
funded for lack of money. This is a far 
greater blow to heal th research than 
the loss of microgravity research on 
the space station. 

Yes, it is discouraging to young sci
entists, to brilliant minds in medicine, 
who decline to come forward in re
search because they say, "I'm not 
going into it. I can do good work and 
still be denied, and there is no oppor
tunity there." On this score, the under
funding at NIH is a far greater threat 
to health care than the elimination of 
the space station. 

We need, as the senior Senator from 
Texas just enunciated, a reality check 
on health care. I happen to agree. In 
fact, foreseeing exactly that, I went to 
the President in February and rec
ommended a tax measure to fund 
health care reform. The Senator from 
Texas said as a mantra: cut spending 
first, cut spending first, cut spending 
first. No one in their right mind really 
believes that we are going to fund a 
multibillion-dollar expansion of health 
services through spending cuts alone. 
There have to be savings; there have to 
be cost cuts. But you do not finance 
health insurance for an additional 37 
million Americans strictly through 
spending cuts and savings. You are 
going to have to have taxes, which the 
administration recognized when it 
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started talking about liquor and ciga
rette taxes and other measures with re
spect to small business. The Senator 
preaches: "Let us have a reality check; 
let us not go into this program until, 
in essence, we have the money for it." 

I am reminded of church on Sunday, 
and the first thing they sing is: 

Let there be peace on Earth, and let it 
begin with me. 

Likewise with spending cuts, what 
about each Senator saying "let it begin 
with me." 

In my own case, I have supported 
cuts in programs that are near and 
dear to me. I just finished an 8-year 
term on the Intelligence Committee; I 
strongly support intelligence; but I in
sist that we can save some $2 billion 
out of the intelligence budget. It is on 
the public record that the CIA has hun
dreds of analysts whose salaries and 
bonuses allow them to earn more than 
a U.S. Senator. When you and I retire, 
we can go out and get an increase in 
pay by being one of those analysts at 
Langley. 

The time has come to cut spending 
on programs that we would love to 
fund if we were not so deeply in debt. 
For starters, we must eliminate the 
super collider, the Osprey and the 
space station. 

If we cannot see the distinction be
tween the desirable and the needed, 
then this Government is gone, I can 
tell you that. We simply give credence 
to the term limitation movement, be
cause they say this crowd on Capitol 
Hill has not sobered up yet. 

There must be sacrifices. I supported 
the space station. I did not join as a co
sponsor on the amendment. I thought 
my duty as chairman of the authoriza
tion committee was to try to preserve 
these programs in space. But we all 
have a higher duty, irrespective of our 
committee assignments, of trying to 
save the Government first. When they 
say cut spending first-and I con
stantly hear that chant on the other 
side-here is the opportunity. If you 
cannot see this one, we are goners, I 
can say that. 

Once again, I thank the distinguished 
Senator, the chairman of our Budget 
Committee, for his leadership on this 
score; and particularly the junior Sen
ator from Maryland, the chairman of 
the subcommittee that has to fund 
these programs. I hate to have to vote 
against it, but we have to start some
where. 

Thank you very much. 
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I rise 

today in opposition to the Bumper's 
amendment to terminate funding for 
space station Alpha, although I do so 
with some reservation. I too, am very 
concerned that this project has been 
over budget for too long and it is years 
behind schedule. As our national debt 
continues to mount and · become an 
even more threatening crisis to future 
generations of Americans, we need to 

carefully scrutinize all Federal spend
ing. However, I feel that terminating 
this project at this time is not the 
most prudent course. I reserve the 
right to reassess this position when fu
ture funding requests for the space sta
tion come before the Senate. 

Although we do not currently have 
an actual physical product to show for 
our past investment in the space sta
tion project, we do have an embryonic 
space capsule design that offers a great 
deal of promise-including cures that 
are expected to come from space sta
tion research in medicine, advanced 
technology and research, and other sci
entific accomplishments that could 
benefit all of mankind. 

Long-term planning and thinking is 
never easy in the face of yearly fights 
over budget priorities and 1-year budg
et cycles. We must have some long
term Federal investment in future 
American jobs and future scientific re
search. However, with each passing 
year, we need to assess the progress 
being made toward these longer term 
goals. So far, the space station has 
been a close call when assessing its 
progress and potential benefits versus 
its cost and its contribution to the 
Federal debt. For this year-I am will
ing to give the space station one more 
chance. That may not be my conclu
sion next year. I look forward to the 
greater progress of the space station in 
the next fiscal year. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, 
throughout its early days, NASA stood 
as a metaphor for the American spir
it-challenging ourselves to do our 
best, pushing past our physical and 
technical frontiers, and setting the 
highest goals of the mind and spirit. It 
was because of this Agency and its sin
gular determination that America 
achieved what is arguably the most im
pressive technical accomplishment of 
this century, the landing of men on the 
Moon and their safe return. 

Having noted that, I rise in strong 
support of Senator BUMPERS' amend
ment to cut spending of the space sta
tion. Obviously, there is an irony here. 
We have the NASA of the past. And we 
have today's Agency. All of us know 
NASA is in deep trouble. The space sta
tion is just one more in far too long a 
string of disasters and blunders. If 
there is any forward motion at NASA 
at all, it is due to inertia-and inertia 
is not a rationale for any agency or 
program. 

There is a saying about Government 
projects. There are only two phases: 
too soon to tell and too late to stop. 
Unfortunately, the space station is a 
perfect example. In 1984, we were prom
ised the world and all on the cheap. 
The space station was to provide a way 
station to the Moon and to Mars. As
tronauts would use it for satellite re
pair and study in astronomy and envi
ronmental sciences. It would house spe
cialists from all over the world who 

would create new industries with their 
scientific revelations. All for $8 billion. 
When it was too soon to tell, the Con
gress signed on. 

Mr. President, we have spent $8 bil
lion and, as we all know, we have no 
space station. But at least it appears 
NASA has moved successfully to the 
second phase of the project: too late to 
stop. 

Notwithstanding all of NASA's ef
forts to economize, the costs of this 
project remain out of control. This 
year, the GAO estimated that the space 
station would cost $43 billion to build 
and $120 billion if operating costs are 
included. Of course, NASA said it 
would cost less, but we are redesigning 
it anyway. And we are proceeding 
ahead, anyway. 

I do not want to argue against the vi
sion embroiled in the space program. I 
wish to debate its realities. The space 
station is poorly managed and, how
ever configured, will return very little 
science for the immense cost. We all 
know the project was oversold. We all 
know that the project has been fun
damentally mismanaged. At last count, 
we are on the sixth design overhaul. It 
is unfortunate that this debate today 
presumes the program will continue. 
On the Senate floor, the burden of 
proof is clearly on those who wish to 
cut the program. Given the facts, this 
is backward. Given our general concern 
for a deficit that is out of control, we 
should presume that the space station 
program will be terminated and the 
burden of proof laid on the proponents. 
But that is not the case. 

Mr. President, the space station is 
not a public works project. The space 
station may create jobs, as any multi
billion dollar project would, but that 
should not be the essence of this 
project. The station must grow from 
the needs of science of the desire for 
new understanding. Over the last dec
ade, the science of the space station 
has steadily diminished. Its rationale 
has likewise shrunk. Its budget has re
mained. It is time to put these two
the science and the budget-back in 
sync. It is never too late to stop. 

RECESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will now 
stand in recess until 2:15 p.m. 

Thereupon, at 12:45 p.m., the Senate 
recessed until 2.15 p.m.; whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer [Mr. 
MATHEWS]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Maryland. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I note 
the absence of a quorum and ask that 
the clerk call the roll, please. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab
sence of a quorum having been sug
gested, the clerk will call the roll. 

The · legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 
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Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF
F AIBS AND HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1994 
The Senate continued with the con

sideration of the bill. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I wish 

to make a few remarks in opposition to 
the pending amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Florida is recognized for that 
purpose. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, over the course of the 

past 6 to 7 hours, we have had very de
liberate and serious discussion as to 
whether the United States should con
tinue with development of the space 
station. I associate myself with the re
marks of the chairperson of the sub
committee and others who have indi
cated the importance of continuing 
this national effort. 

I would like to make just one point. 
We are going to be dealing with a vari
ety of issues, all of which fall loosely 
under the rubric of the economic future 
of America. Soon we will be in the 
midst of a major national debate on 
the North American Free-Trade Agree
ment, a part of the economic future of 
America. We will be discussing ques
tions of worker retraining, the issue of 
the development of an American infra
structure. I believe it is in that context 
we should be considering the appro
priateness of this continued national 
investment in a space station. 

A basic question for this country is 
what kind of jobs are we going to be as
sisting in the development of for our 
and future generations of Americans? 

One thing that is clear is America is 
not going to be the nation which will 
be building those products that are 
labor intensive, in the traditional 
sense, and low-wage jobs. 

The issue of the North American 
Free-Trade Agreement is not whether 
jobs are going to move from the United 
States to Mexico. Under current condi
tions, large numbers of jobs have al
ready moved to Mexico. They have 
moved to Taiwan. They have moved to 
Korea. They have moved to areas 
around the world that have had lower 
wage structures and, therefore, can be 
more competitive than the United 
States. 

What we have to do, in accepting the 
economic reality of the mobility of 
jobs and places of production, is make 
investments in those areas which will 
assure that high-technology jobs, high
paying jobs will continue to be avail
able to the American worker. 

That is what the space station does. 
The space station is an investment in 

the same way that we have invested in 
the past in everything from our exten
sion in the land grant college system 
to boost the economic prosperity of 
American agriculture, to investments 
in those things that have made Amer
ica a leader in medicine, in commu
nications, in transportation, and the 
areas which are today providing the 
high quality jobs to the American 
worker. 

I do not believe that we will be doing 
our Nation and its future a service if 
we decide that we are going to become 
protectionist and become isolationist 
against an investment in these areas of 
high technology which have been 
America's traditional economic future. 

So, Mr. President, I urge that the 
amendment be defeated and that we 
continue with an American commit
ment to leadership in space, but even 
more important, an American commit
ment to an investment in the future of 
high quality jobs for the American peo
ple. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
Mr. SHELBY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GRA-

HAM). The Senator from Alabama is 
recognized. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I rise to 
oppose the Bumpers amendment. 

I am standing here today to partici
pate again in the annual Senate ritual 
of attempting to cut the space station. 
We have been here before. As a matter 
of fact, w.e have been here year after 
year. I would like, Mr. President, to 
keep my remarks brief and, hopefully, 
to the point. The debate over the space 
station, I believe, is simply more show 
than substance. 

This amendment, the Bumpers 
amendment, is not about cutting the 
deficit by one dime. The Bumpers 
amendment would not lower the discre
tionary spending levels in the budget 
by any amount. As a result, any sav
ings, at best a few billion dollars over 
the next few years, would be spent, Mr. 
President, on other spending programs. 

In this case, Mr. President, the 
amendment basically asks us to choose 
between competing priorities. In gen
eral, I am not given to believe that 
there are many Government invest
ments that yield much in the way of 
economic growth. There are some, yes, 
but not many. However, in the case of 
science and technology spending I am 
convinced that tangible benefits do ac
crue to the country and its industrial 
base over the life of the investment and 
beyond. 

Space spending has traditionally 
yielded $7 in economic growth for every 
$1 of Federal expenditures--7 to 1. I 
have no doubt that the life sciences 
and habitation work being done for the 
space station will yield similar results. 

Mr. President, if we are not talking 
about deficit reduction, but are talking 
instead about priorities, I firmly be
lieve that the space station is a meri-

torious investment that will benefit 
our children both economically and 
scientifically. 

In addition, Mr. President, we have 
extensive commitments, as have been 
stated on this floor heretofore, to our 
international partners, commitments 
for cooperation and investment that 
now extend to the Russian Republic, 
among others. 

Certainly refinancing international 
agreements is never good policy. How
ever, canceling the space station and 
its accompanying agreements would be 
extremely dangerous because of the 
signal it sends to the international 
aerospace industry, Mr. President. Can
celing the station is nothing more than 
a statement of America's willingness 
to abandon its diminishing edge in 
aerospace research and development 
that we have led for so many years. 

Certainly, Mr. President, we should 
be working to enhance our high tech 
industrial base through projects like 
the space station rather than clipping 
a way at it by undermining vital 
projects such as this·. 

Without a clear direction and future, 
the U.S. aerospace industry cannot ori
ent itself to compete in the inter
national marketplace. The annual re
orientation of space · priorities, or 
threat thereof, keeps our aerospace in
dustry in a constant state of limbo and 
anxiety. 

Mr. President, I believe we must have 
stability in NASA to have stability in 
our aerospace industry. A completed 
space station is critical to that stabil
ity. 

Finally, Mr. President, cutting the 
space station is a flashy issue, but one 
that has little if any budgetary impact 
as I have just stated. Even if the pend
ing amendment cut Federal spending 
by the amount of the life of the space 
station, which it does not, the savings 
would amount to little more than one 
1 percent of 1 year's annual Federal ex
penditures. 

So, Mr. President, I ask my col
leagues here today to understand that 
this debate is not about fiscal restraint 
here this afternoon, but about invest
ment priorities. In this case I am con
vinced that the space station, in its 
past or redesigned present form, merits 
the investment that we are making for 
its construction. I ask my colleagues 
to join me in opposing the Bumpers 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I have 
been following the debate on the space 
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station with great interest. For over 10 
years in the other body, I served on the 
Science and Technology Cammi ttee of 
the House of Representatives, during 
which time I was perhaps one of the 
most ardent supporters of our efforts in 
space. I watched with considerable sat
isfaction as our endeavors in space ma
tured and became more scientifically 
oriented. Then I watched with some 
dismay over the period of years as the 
space program moved from a civilian 
endeavor to a military endeavor. 

When I first·started my tenure in the 
House of Representatives, the space 
program was about-and here is where 
I do not know my figures correctly, but 
I think I am in the right ballpark-80 
percent civilian and 20 percent mili
tary. Over the ensuing years, the space 
program changed. It became almost 80 
percent military and about 20 percent 
civilian. I think I am roughly in the 
right ballpark. 

Some of us tried to stem that. We 
wanted the space program to remain a 
civilian endeavor, a peaceful endeavor; 
one that promoted the best instincts of 
the human race, not the worst in
stincts; one that did not seek to take 
advantage of our technological superi
ority in order that we might build 
more efficient, effective weapons of 
war; one that would seek to bring to
gether people from other nations in a 
joint endeavor to satisfy the deepest 
yearnings of the human race-that is, 
to explore the unknown. 

So while, on the one hand, I pro
moted and encouraged and voted for 
our endeavors in space, on the other 
hand, I tried with the best efforts I had 
at the time to change it from being a 
military effort to one of continuing its 
civilian effort, which is as it was envi
sioned and started under President 
Kennedy. 

So for the last several years, as I 
moved from the House to the Senate, I 
became so disappointed with the mili
tarization of our space program, with 
moving it from what it had been envi
sioned as in the early sixties, what it 
started out as, to what it had become 
-just another arm of star wars, an
other arm of our military endeavor, to 
gain some type of military superiority, 
to place weapons of mass destruction 
in orbit around the Earth. 

I spoke about that on an amendment 
I offered a couple weeks ago on ASA T. 
I tried to knock funding out of the De
fense Department bill on ASAT, anti
satellite weapons, because I feared if 
we moved in that direction it could for 
decades, if not centuries, deny to us 
many regions of space, because of the 
debris that would be orbiting the 
Earth. 

So for the last several years in the 
Senate, I have become one of the most 
vocal opponents of the space program, 
not because I wanted to see the space 
program end, I wanted to see it 
changed. I wanted to see it moved back 

again to the civilian endeavor that it 
had started out to be in the 1960's. 
Move it back again to exploration, to 
satisfying that yearning of mankind to 
explore the unknown, to once again en
noble, to excite us once again about 
the possibilities of the future. 

So I have, in the past, voted against 
the space station. I joined with Senator 
BUMPERS in the past in voting to kill 
the space station because I felt that it 
was going down the wrong path. We 
were doing it not for the best purposes 
and instincts, but I thought for the 
worst purpose, and that is to militarize 
it, in competition with the Soviet 
Union. 

Well, to the amazement of my friends 
on both sides of this issue, Mr. Presi
dent, I will state my conclusion first, 
and I will tell you why I reached that 
conclusion. 

I am today going to vote against the 
Bumpers amendment, and I am going 
to vote to continue funding for the 
space station. That is my conclusion. 

I will sum up why I am doing that in 
just perhaps this sentence. I believe 
that the agreement we reached with 
Russia, in terms of a joint endeavor to 
build the space station and to jointly 
move ahead in the exploration of near 
space, is so monumental and so impor
tant to the future of our relations with 
Russia and to the future of all of space 
exploration-and I might add, impor
tant to the issue of nonproliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction and their 
delivery systems-that we must vote to 
continue the space station. 

I must tell you, Mr. President-and I 
tell my distinguished chairperson of 
this subcommittee, my dear friend 
from Maryland-if that agreement had 
not been reached with Russia, I would 
be on Senator BUMPERS' side, because I 
would see no changing from what that 
space station had been envisioned to 
be. I add that the initial design of the 
space station has been cut down and 
drastically altered. The most impor
tant thing to me is that it has been de
signed not just as a space station, but 
as an international space station, one 
that will use the best hardware of this 
country and of Russia, the best techno
logical expertise of both sides, includ
ing the French, Japanese, and others, 
to build a truly international space 
station, one not just designed to be an 
arm of the military but designed to be 
an arm of our scientific community, 
and I think also one that will again 
pull in people from all nations. 

I think that agreement between us 
and Russia is so important that we 
cannot fail at this one. 

So, Mr. President, that is why I have 
changed my mind on this, and that is 
why I think we cannot back off now, 
because I see a change, going back to 
what we wanted the space program to 
be in the beginning-a civilian effort, 
dedicated to peaceful pursuits, dedi
cated to science, yes, but dedicated · 

again to exploring the unknown, which 
I believe to be one of the deepest as
pects of human nature. 

So we are at the beginning of a new 
era. In the last many years, our space 
program was driven by one overriding 
consideration, and that was competi
tion with the Soviet Union. 

Who can forget the panic that swept 
this Nation as Sputnik was up in 1957? 
I will relate a funny story. I remember 
that I was a junior in high school. I did 
not read the morning paper, but I went 
to school that morning. I will never 
forget it. I went to physics class. I was 
taking physics as a junior, and our 
teacher was Professor Landry. I will 
never forget sitting in that class, and 
he came in. He had white, flowing hair 
that almost reminded you of Albert 
Einstein. 

He comes in to class and is waving a 
newspaper, which he has rolled up, and 
he looks at us students-mind you, we 
were juniors in high school-and he 
says: "You dummies. Look what you 
have done." And he went on berating 
us. We had no idea what we had done. 
He unfolded the newspaper, and there 
was the announcement the Russians 
launched the satellite. He went on be
rating us because we were not studying 
hard enough, that we had fallen behind. 

So I remember that day very, very 
vividly, and I remember the fears that 
we had of Soviet nuclear bombs orbit
ing a few hundred miles above United 
States cities. That was the big thing. 
Sputnik went up. The next thing was 
nuclear bombs orbiting. They could 
drop down on us, and then the night
mare of nuclear-tipped missiles unchal
lenged by American capability. 

The Russians had indeed beaten us to 
the last frontier. Overnight U.S. space 
resources doubled and doubled again to 
reverse this defeat in our competition 
with the evil empire. 

John F. Kennedy was elected in large 
part because he had pointed out the 
previous administration failed by let
ting the Soviets get ahead of us in 
space. Of course, we remember the fa
mous challenge in 1961 to put a man on 
the Moon and return him safely within 
the next decade. But this was driven 
again by a civilian desire to get into 
space, and we created a civilian agen
cy. I think it is very telling that the 
first human to set foot on the Moon 
was a civilian, not a captain or com
mander, not anyone in the military. It 
was Neil Armstrong, a civilian em
ployee of NASA, a civilian. I think that 
said something about what we were up 
to. American scientists, engineers and 
technicians met this challenge. 

Now, it changed. It became a mili
tary thing driven by fear of the Soviet 
Union, fear of the nuclear arsenal of 
the Soviet Union. And that has driven 
us, but now all that has changed. 

There is no Soviet Union. Many 
times I hear the Soviet Union talked 
about. There is no such entity. It does 



September 21, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 21873 
not exist. There is no space race any 
longer. 

After all these years of confrontation 
and competition and fear and anxiety, 
we have an opportunity for expanded 
peaceful cooperation in outer space. 
Vice President GORE has laid the 
groundwork for unprecedented coopera
tion with Russia in building what is 
fast becoming, as I said earlier, a truly 
international experiment. 

It could not come at a better time. 
By cooperating with the Russians, we 
can reduce the economic burden of our 
own space ventures, and, Mr. Presi
dent, we can occupy Russian scientists 
and engineers not in trying to match 
us in trying to build weapons of war 
and mass destruction and their deliv
ery systems, but we can occupy Rus
sian scientists and engineers, and they 
are very good, by the way, in the 
peaceful pursuits of space exploration. 
We can further provide a market for 
the considerable Russian experience in 
human-occupied near-Earth orbiting 
vehicles, reducing the incentives for 
the Russians to sell military missile 
technology to unstable Third World na
tions. Think about that. 

The fear we have is that Russia be
cause of its situation-we heard Sen
ator BUMPERS last night go on and on
I was occupying the Chair when he in- · 
troduced his amendment telling about 
what a bad shape Baikonur was in, and 
others, and I will respond to that in a 
minute talking about the Russian 
hardware. 

Well, what do we want? Do we want 
the Russians because of their dire eco
nomic circumstances to start selling 
that technology to an unstable Third 
World country like Saddam Hussein's, 
and others? And they will do it. They 
need the money. Or would we rather 
join with them and use that technology 
for the peaceful pursuits of outer space 
combined jointly with us? I think the 
question answers itself. 

Mr. President, as I said, also, the de
sign of the space station has changed. 
The cost has come down. Last year's 
design would have cost $18 billion over 
the next 5 years. It would have cost $25 
billion before we achieved permanent 
human occupancy. The total life cycle 
cost of last year's space station would 
have been over $50 billion. But that has 
been changed. President Clinton di
rected NASA to reduce the cost and 
they have. It has been reduced from $18 
billion to $10.5 billion, and the cost of 
permanent occupancy cut from $25 bil
lion to $19 billion and life cycle cost es
timates from $50 billion to $32.5 billion. 

These are very important because we 
are concerned about the budget deficits 
and the impact on the budget. 

Now, again, some of the reduction in 
the design cost is due to the purchase 
of proven Russian hardware, including 
two Russian lifeboats and two Russian 
tugs which provide communication and 
propulsion for the space station. 

Vice President GORE and Russian 
Prime Minister Chernomyrdin has laid 
the groundwork for even greater Rus
sian contributions. A decision is 
planned for this November to add the 
equivalent of a Russian MIR-2 module 
to what is fast becoming, as I said, a 
truly international space station. This 
major contribution of Russian hard
ware would have two significant ef
fects: 

First, the United States could have a 
working space station laboratory in 
space by July 1997, nearly 2 years ahead 
of the Alpha design schedule. Simi
larly, the day of permanent occupancy 
could be moved from 2003 to 2001. 

Second, the full-blown Russian op
tion would further reduce costs, pri
marily as a result of reducing the 
schedules by utilizing existing Russian 
hardware. 

Now again, Senator BUMPERS went 
on. He asked the rhetorical question 
how would we feel, how would our as
tronauts feel about using Russian hard
ware, Russian technology. Well, as a 
matter of fact, Mr. President, they 
might feel pretty good because the 
joint agreement is with, of course, NPO 
Energia of Kaliningrad. Under the reg
ulations of the Russian Republic, NPO 
Energia of Kaliningrad has control of 
assets. Therefore, they must sign off on 
programs involving its own assets. 

NPO Energia is the world's oldest 
and largest space organization. Like 
many Russian organizations it is being 
transformed into a commercial com
pany. 

It holds a pretty distinguished place 
in space history. It was the lead orga
nization that developed the Sputnik. It 
was the lead organization that planned 
the flight of Yuri Gagarin, first human 
in space. It developed the first space 
station, the Soyuz PPM, and today the 
only space station, MIR and NPO de
veloped and launched the space shuttle 
and the heavy launched vehicle the 
largest launch vehicle that we have in 
the world today. 

NPO Energia is an organization so
phisticated in cooperation with the 
West. It was the organization on the 
Russian side of the Apollo-Soyuz flight 
of 1975. 

Mr. President, I went down to Flor
ida for that launch of Apollo-Soyuz 1975. 
It was exciting. I watched a lot of lift
offs but this one was particularly excit
ing. Here were Americans going into 
space to link up with the Soviets to 
hopefully do what I thought we would 
start doing and that is getting back to 
civilian use of space with joint efforts 
with the Russians. I remember when 
the astronauts came back from that 
flight we had them over in our commit
tee room later on. I was privileged to 
meet the Soviet astronauts who had 
linked on the Apollo-Soyuz linkup 
back in 1975. We had high hopes that 
this was the beginning of a joint effort 
with the Soviet Union only to have 

those hopes dashed because of the mili
tary confrontation and competition 
with the Soviet Union. 

But again the entity that we are 
dealing with, Senator BUMPERS said 
how would we feel about using Russian 
assets and their hardware? This is the 
lead organization that planned the 
Apollo-Soyuz flight. It was the one 
that lead the world in space flight, 
space stations, heavy-lift vehicles. I 
think we ought to feel pretty good 
about it. 

I am like every other American, 
every other red-blooded American, I 
take pride in what we do. I tend to 
think everything we have is the best. 
But, quite frankly, the Russians have 
developed some pretty darn good hard
ware for space exploration. 

The status of the space program-de
spi te all of the political uncertainties 
the Russian space program continues 
its operational status, continues to 
evolve. Launches are still continuing 
at a rate higher than the United 
States. The MIR-1 space station con
tinues to be permanently manned. It 
has been occupied throughout this year 
including a visit by a European re
searcher. The cargo resupply from the 
Progress launch vehicle also continues 
at an appropriate rate. So again, I do 
not know what Senator BUMPERS is 
talking about. It sounds like the Rus
sian space effort is continuing. It may 
not be as fancy as ours but they get the 
job done. 

I believe that we should feel very 
good about joining with them and 
using their hardware and using what
ever technologies they have. 

But I think of equal importance in 
terms of reducing the cost which I was 
speaking about and using their hard
ware, of equal importance is this new 
plan would make a major contribution 
to stabilizing the Russian space pro
gram. 

As I said, it would significantly re
duce the temptation of the Russians to 
sell hardware or expertise to potential 
missile proliferators. And the Clinton 
administration's plan would make this 
a truly international effort, combining 
contributions from Japan, Canada, and 
our European allies with those from 
the United States and Russia. 

So for these reasons I have decided I 
will support the current plan, Alpha, 
for the space station, with the under
standing that the United States will 
move ahead with the Russian option to 
fully integrate Russian MIR hardware 
into the space station design. 

My continued support will also de
pend on NASA's performance in con
trolling costs and meeting schedules. 
We must insist that the taxpayers' dol
lars ar e spent effectively and effi
ciently. Again, my continued support 
will depend on our continued relations 
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with Russia, whether or not we con
tinue to use their hardware and wheth
er or not this continues to be ·a peace
ful joint enterprise with the Russians 
and with our allies. 

In short, my continued support will 
depend on whether or not this truly is 
an international effort. We will take 
the lead. We should take the lead. We 
are the world's only remaining super
power. We have the capability to take 
the lead in this, and we should take the 
lead. But that does not mean exclu
sively; that does not mean only our 
taxpayers should bear the burden. 
Space exploration is not just for Amer
icans; it is for the entire human race. 

I know there are those who are con
cerned that perhaps by utilizing some 
Russian hardware, some of our jobs 
may be in jeopardy. I have heard that. 
I know that is circulating around. 
There are those who want to hold this 
up as a possibility, but not really com
pletely integrate it with our Space 
Program for that reason. 

I give a warning to those who would 
think thusly, in saying if we do not 
fully integrate the Russian hardware, 
they are going to be selling it to other 
countries. Our space program will 
dwindle and we will be shifting our en
gineers, our scientists, right back into 
Star Wars once again. Maybe some peo
ple would like that. I hope not. But I 
think we ought to be about the peace
ful pursuits of space, and that is why I 
changed my mind from what I pre
viously voted. I explained that earlier. 

I will just sum it up by saying we 
have a proud history in space explo
ration. We are the world's only super
power left, and we should be about tak
ing this lead. I think we have to in
sist-and we here, who cast these de
ciding votes on the money our tax
payers must spend-we have to insist 
we do not shirk and we should not yield 
in exploring this last frontier of man
kind. 

We must go into space not as Ameri
cans, not as Russians, not as Japanese, 
but as a people of planet Earth, as 
human beings. This space station as it 
is now envisioned may be called Space 
Station Freedom. That is fine. It 
should be. I like to think of it as per
haps space station Enterprise. We have 
all seen the Star Trek movies, right? 
The Star Ship Enterprise. 

The one thing I have always liked 
about the Star Trek series and watch
ing the Enterprise was that the space 
ship was multiracial and multi
national. It talked about what we 
ought to be doing in space. I see the 
space station as that, a truly inter
national effort-multinational, multi
racial, not for the purposes of weapons 
production, not for the purposes of pro
liferation of nuclear weapons and 
bombs in space, but satisfying the 
deepest yearnings of human nature, 
that yearning we all have to under
stand the unknown, to explore that 

which we do not understand; to find 
out the answers to the age-old ques
tions of who we are, and are we alone; 
to satisfy that deepest yearning of 
mankind to strike out from the shores 
that we know, to cast our boats adrift, 
to 'explore the unknown. That is the 
deepest yearning of human nature. 

In doing so, I believe we will ennoble 
ourselves. Who knows what we will 
find? Who knows what awaits us? We 
hear all about the experiments, the sci
entific experiments. I am sure there 
will be great spinoffs from this. There 
may be things we just do not know of. 
Think of, perhaps, those who pushed 
ahead the frontiers in exploring the un
known in the past, whether it was 
those who explored the oceans, those 
who explored the new frontiers of new 
countries; new frontiers, whether it is 
the United States or other countries. 
They had no idea of what would come 
of it. I see the same thing in our space 
exploration. We do not know what will 
come of it, but we have to do it. And 
there is only one way we should do it: 
Not just as Americans, but we ought to 
do it internationally. 

This is the first step toward that, 
this agreement with the Russians. I 
hope we do not back off now. And I 
hope, as we proceed on this, it will not 
just be the Russians; it will be the 
French, it will be the Japanese, it will 
be the Germans, the Brazilians-every
one else. We all have a stake in it, and 
I hope under the leadership of Presi
dent Clinton over the next several 
years, we will truly see an inter
national space effort and a truly inter
national space station. 

I thank the distinguished Chair of 
the subcommittee for her great leader
ship on this issue, and so many others. 
She and I share, I know, a strong feel
ing that we must meet the human 
needs of our people in this country
the social needs, the heal th needs, the 
employment needs, the training needs, 
the education needs. We believe that 
very deeply. I know we share that feel
ing. 

There is one other thing I believe we 
also share, and that is this feeling we 
cannot back down from this last great 
enterprise of exploring the unknown. 
So I congratulate her for her leadership 
in so many areas, and especially in this 
one. I am sorry I could not have been 
with you in the past, Madam Chair
person, but I am with you now, and 
again I sincerely hope we defeat the 
Bumpers amendment and we continue 
this joint exploration with the Rus
sians. I hope in the Senator's capable 
hands, we make this truly an inter
national space station. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Maryland. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I con

gratulate the Senator from Iowa not 
only on his fine speech, but his superb 
grasp of the strategic issues involved in 

the space station debate. The Senator 
from Iowa has truly grasped the strate
gic benefits that we will gain from this 
space station. He has also articulated 
our very sincere and effective cost cut
ting efforts. 

The Senator from Iowa chairs the 
Subcommittee on Labor, Education, 
and Human Resources in the Appro
priations Committee. No other Senator 
has a greater struggle meeting the 
human needs of our country in edu
cation, preventive health care, higher 
education demands, the funding of the 
great National Institutes of Health, the 
Public Health Service, and a whole 
other array of agencies. This Senator 
has struggled with skimpy budgets and 
compelling human need, and he under
stands that every dollar counts. 

I thank the Senator for his support of 
the space station. I thank him for ar
ticulating clearly the achievement of 
the strategic purpose which we under
take, and then also our cost cutting. 

Mr. President, I would like to just 
amplify this. First, a lot has been said 
about the cost of the space station. 
What many people have ignored in this 
debate is that we have cut the cost of 
the space station without cutting its 
ability to do significant science. 

When I first became the Chair of this 
subcommittee and had the concerns I 
had about the space station, my con
cerns were that it was overweight and 
underpowered and had no clear objec
tive. I was concerned the only reason 
we were getting into this was so it 
could be a condo in the sky, so some
time in the future we could make a 
jump to Mars. 

Mr. President, that would have been 
a $500 billion undertaking to go to 
Mars, or attempt to go to Mars, with a 
manned spaceship in the first decade of 
the new century-$500 billion. We 
said-we said, meaning this Senate, 
particularly the leadership of Mr. AL
BERT GORE, now our Vice President, 
then the chair of the Subcommittee on 
Space in the authorizing committee-
and I said, "No, we are not building 
condos in the sky." Sure in heck we 
are not building condos in the sky 
when we have homeless in the streets, 
when people are wondering whether 
they are going to afford their home, 
and kids have their first mortgage 
called student debt and wondering 
where they are going to work. 

Condos in the sky are not going to be 
built. But do we need a space station? 
And the resounding answer is "Yes." 
Yes, for scientific research, not a man 
in the can to rotate around the orbit to 
show an endurance contest. We do not 
want a man in the can, no more than 
we want a man in the condo or now, 
thanks to Dr. Sally Ride and other 
women astronauts, a woman in a condo 
in the sky, a woman astronaut. We said 
significant science. 

So we already stopped a $500 billion
"B" in billion, "B" as in Barbara, not 
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"M" in million, like in Mikulski. So we 
have stopped that. That was our first 
big cost-cutting effort. 

Then when we looked at the design of 
the space station, we felt we could get 
a design where we could do significant 
science, bring us in a fiscal discipline 
and at the same time meet the agree
ments we have with our international 
trading partners. 

President Clinton, who also wanted 
to be sure that all questions were an
swered on not only the desirability of 
the space station but the viability of it 
from both the scientific and fiscal 
standpoint, ordered a review. They 
have come up with a design that has 
now cut $2.2 billion off the cost of the 
space station. 

While we were doing that, we were 
able to, because of a Vice Presidential 
initiative under the direction of the 
President, reach across the Atlantic 
and those barriers that normally di
vided us, like the Berlin Wall, like the 
Warsaw Pact nations, to the Soviet 
Union on a cooperative basis, using the 
best of their technology, working with 
an American-led space station could 
save us time in getting in space and 
save us money in getting in space and, 
at the same time, for those scientists 
who are rocket scientists, who are 
geniuses at propulsion, to put them to 
work on this civilian cooperation in 
terms of the American-led space sta
tion. And there will be international 
laboratories of the Japanese, of the Ca
nadians, and of the European consor
tium. 

My gosh, my gosh, when President 
Reagan was here speaking during a 
State of the Union Address and called 
the Soviet Union the evil empire, when 
we thought its leadership resembled 
Darth Vader, to envision an oppor
tunity where, on a bipartisan basis, 
whether working with all Presidents, 
that we would now bring to an end the 
cold war-and special recognition to 
President Bush for his deft leadership 
on this---now to think that instead of 
the evil empire, scientist to scientist, 
to think about how we can come to
gether and create a space station that 
will do life science, that will look for 
cures for cancer, that will look for 
other answers in life sciences and oth
ers, I think what we all hope to be. 

We funded NA TO to bring an end of 
the cold war. We stood sentry over all 
of the forces that were poised against 
the United States. We were smart 
enough at the end of World War II to 
reach out to the German scientist 
named Wernher von Braun and his 
whole crowd and say, "We know you 
were developing rockets to bomb Lon
don and maybe even a new device that 
would have reached the United States 
of America, but the war is over. And 
now the war for our future begins." 

So we brought the German scientists 
to the shores of the United States of 
America and, working with the Amer-

ican scientists, we took their propul
sion genius and our American know
how and we created that American 
space program. We would not have 
gone to the Moon, we would not have a 
space station unless we had done that 
effort with the Germans at the end of 
the war. We put aside old hostilities, 
we put aside old antagonisms and old 
bitter feelings and worked with the 
Germans, whose names now are Werner 
von Braun and the rest is American 
history. 

Now we have an opportunity to do 
that same type of thing. No more 
Darth Vader, no more evil empire, but 
scientist to scientist. Instead of invent
ing propulsion devices aimed at each 
other, we will come together on propul
sion mechanisms that will take us into 
space. Yes, this is the space station. 
Other devices that will take unmanned 
propulsion devices into space-

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Only when I finish 
my point I will be happy to yield. 

And then hopefully beyond, hopefully 
beyond. I think this is a very reason
able undertaking. 

In a letter the Vice President of the 
United States sent to me, he talks 
about how "The redesigned space sta
tion-referred to as space station 
Alpha-results from NASA's intensive 
review and redesign conducted over the 
last 6 months." It offers an unprece
dented opportunity to achieve inter
national cooperation in space. 

He says, and I quote: 
Russian Prime Minister Chernomyrdin and 

I, under the auspices of the joint commission 
that we chair, have directed NASA and the 
Russian Space Agency to continue studying 
ways to incorporate Russia's space capabili
ties into the station for the mutual benefit 
of our countries and our international part
ners. 

* * * It is important to realize that this 
initiative on space cooperation fits into the 
context of a much larger partnership with 
Russia, a relationship that will redefine the 
post-cold war era. 

Mr. President, I truly believe that 
the strategic considerations and the 
budget cutting need to be understood 
as we vote on this space station. I 
know other Senators are here and wish 
to speak. I have more to say about the 
space station. Let me answer the ques
tion of the Senator from Utah, and 
then I will be happy to yield the floor 
for those Senators who have not yet 
spoken. 

I yield to the Senator from Utah for 
a question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
. LIEBERMAN). The Senator from Utah. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Maryland for 
her expertise and her background on 
this. Being new to this body and this 
issue, I hope she can enlighten me. 

It is my understanding-and I ask for 
confirmation and clarification-it is 
my understanding that other countries 

have made significant contributions, 
not only in terms of scientific exper
tise but also in terms of appropriated 
funds from their own governments on 
the basis of what they consider to be a 
contract with the United States, and 
that if we were to withdraw at this 
point, it would be breaking faith with 
that, indeed, might even constitute a 
breach of contract. Is that a fair under
standing? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. The Senator from 
Utah, though new to the Senate, is cer
tainly well versed in this issue. The 
Senator is absolutely correct. The Ca
nadians, the Japanese, the European 
consortium, made up of France, Ger
many, and Italy and other inter
national partners, have appropriated 
funds for their laboratory work and 
other aspects of this space station. 
They regard this, and their participa
tion with us, as having a treaty-like 
status. If we terminate this, they will 
view it as rupturing a treaty on sci
entific exploration and cooperation. 

Mr. BENNETT. So it is the Senator's 
understanding that cancellation of this 
program would be more than just a 
unilateral domestic decision, it would 
have implications overseas that could 
produce very significant consequences; 
is that a fair statement? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. It would have enor
mous consequences in terms of our re
lationship with these nations that have 
been our friends in war and peace. And 
we want to maintain a relationship 
with them, and also if we break this 
covenant with them, they will regard 
the United States of America as an un
reliable partner on any other scientific 
endeavor or opportunity for scientific 
joint cooperation. 

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the Senator 
for the clarification. I find that a very 
significant aspect here that has not 
been aired in the press, and I think in 
and of itself is a very strong argument 
in favor of the space station. 

I thank the Senator. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I note 
other Senators are waiting. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, before 
the Senator yields the floor, will she 
take one other question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Virginia has a question for 
the Senator from Maryland. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I will be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Senator. I 
think that is an important question 
raised by our colleague, but I would 
like to draw the Senator's attention to 
a report issued by NASA in September 
of 1993, current. On page 4: "Inter
national Partners' Assessments." Is 
the Sena tor familiar with the para
graph that reads: 

Following NASA's formal invitation on 
July 21, 1993, the International Partners par
ticipated in the Space Station Transition 
Team activities. The International Partners 
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acknowledge the progress made by the Tran
sition Team to consolidate a Station design 
based on Option A as proposed by the Rede
sign Team. 

However, recent and significant 
changes to the configuration, without 
the necessary substantiating data 
being made available to the partners, 
have made it impossible for the part
ners to complete their overall assess
ments for inclusion in this report. 

Now, Mr. President, I feel that that 
shows less than a strong coalition of 
other nations that are totally depend
ent on this program. To me, that is an 
indictment of the many things that we 
have brought forth in this debate. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Does the Senator 
want me to answer? 

Mr. WARNER. Yes. I ask the ques
tion. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, to re
spond to the distinguished Senator 
from Virginia, this is the report. This 
new involvement in the space station, 
particularly with the Russians, was a 
development in late August. Because of 
certain strategic situations, they could 
not get all of the details. 

It is my understanding from both Mr. 
Goldin and the White House itself that 
our international supporters, our inter
national partners, are fully supportive 
of this and have ratified the design, the 
so-called Alpha station design. 

Mr. WARNER. Well, Mr. President, 
may we read on just one more sen
tence, and then I will yield the floor. 
The next sentence: 

Furthermore, the Partners were provided 
with only a minimum of general information 
concerning Russian participation, as the re
sults of the U.S.-Russian study were not 
available until August 31, 1993. The Partners 
are concerned that the configuration identi
fied in this report lacks the necessary review 
and maturity. 

Mr. President, I find that far short of 
a ringing endorsement. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, re
sponding to the distinguished Senator 
from Virginia, I do not consider that 
an indictment. We were in the process 
of redesigning the space station. This 
tremendous opportunity occurred late 
this summer for Russian participation. 

What our international partners are 
worried about is that whatever is done 
would have enough power to sustain 
their laboratory modules, and they 
wanted it specific, they wanted it defi
nite, exactly because they bankrolled a 
lot of this, as the Senator from Utah 
raised a few seconds ago. 

It is now my understanding that 
those questions have been answered for 
the Canadians, for the Japanese, and 
for the Europeans. . 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if that 
is the Senator's understanding, is there 
any documentation that the Senate 
might refer to? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I bring to the atten
tion of the Senator from Virginia the 
letter dated September 20, from the 
Vice President of the United States, in 
which he says: 

Russian Prime Minister Chernomyrdin and 
I, under the auspices of the joint commission 
that we chair, have directed NASA and the 
Russian Space Agency to continue studying 
ways to incorporate Russia's space capabili
ties into the station for the mutual benefit 
of our countries and our international part
ners. It is our goal that the space agencies of 
the United States, Canada, Japan, Europe, 
and Russia work together to produce a more 
detailed plan by November of this year for 
Russia's participation in the international 
space station. 

What the Vice President is essen
tially saying is we are all moving in 
the same direction, and the inter
national partners are fully supportive 
of this effort. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Maryland yield for an 
additional question? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Does that answer the 
Senator from Virginia? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Maryland has the floor. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I have 
to say, in all fairness, no, because I re
ferred to the same letter to which the 
distinguished manager, the Senator, 
referred to: September 20, 1993, from 
the Vice President to the senior Sen
ator from Texas. In the second para
graph, he states: 

The redesigned space station- referred to 
as space station Alpha-results from NASA's 
intensive review and redesign conducted over 
the last six months with the help of other 
government agencies and overseen by a panel 
of outside experts. Alpha is a streamlined 
version of the original space station Freedom. 
It incorporates scientific facilities and capa
bilities comparable to or better than space 
station Freedom. 

Now, what do we have in the way of 
documentation to show that it is com
parable to--

Ms. MIKULSKI. I can only say to the 
Senator, I will be happy to arrange a 
phone call for him over the next 45 
minutes with Mr. Goldin, the director 
of NASA, to reassure the Senator. 

We submitted a series of questions to 
NASA and the White House in anticipa
tion of this robust debate, and one of 
those questions that we submitted 
was-and I will then give their written 
response: 

How are our current partners viewing this 
program? Are they concerned that we will 
build a phase II program with the Russians 
and stop there? 

Essentially, anticipating the sensible 
questions raised by the Senator from 
Virginia. What they then say back is 
this: 

The partners have expressed their support 
for examining the possibility of Russian par
ticipation in the station. Like us, they will 
be assessing the November 1 plan when it is 
complete. In addition to that, the partners 
are working with us for a review of the final 
design due November 1. 

Now, you might say, well, what are 
we buying? That would be an excellent 
followup question. Do we know what 
we are buying? 
. Well, that is exactly why we fenced 

half of the money, so that we do know 

in detail what we are buying. Right 
now, what we have is assurances that 
everyone is moving in the same direc
tion and supportive subject to the final 
design being done November 1. 

The distinguished Senator knows 
from his work on the Armed Services 
Committee, science and technology can 
not be rushed to meet a parliamentary 
deadline. So we then fenced the money. 
There will be the final design Novem
ber 1, at which we anticipate all of 
their questions will be answered, as 
they are now. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished manager for entering 
into a colloquy. I will have further 
questions. But I see my colleague from 
Arkansas seeking the floor. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Would it be helpful 
to the Senator from Virginia if he did 
have a conversation with the Director 
of NASA? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I assure 
the manager that Administrator 
Goldin attended the noon conference of 
the Republicans, at which time I had a 
chance to question him very carefully 
about the costs; and I may address in 
later remarks his response. 

Mr. BRYAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Nevada. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. The Senator from 

Arkansas had asked if I would yield. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, the 

Chair just recognized the Senator from 
Nevada, and I would like to ask him to 
yield to me for a moment to ask the 
distinguished chairman of the sub
committee a question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has yielded to the Senator from 
Arkansas. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I heard Senator HAR
KIN, who has voted to cut the space sta
tion, a moment ago say he was chang
ing his vote to vote for it this year be
cause of this monumental accord be
tween the United States and Russia. 
And there is $100 million in this bill, 
incidentally, for Russia. But I wanted 
to ask the distinguished chairman if 
she is aware of this. This is a UPI press 
story just off the wire: 

President Boris Yeltsin dissolved the Rus
sian Parliament late Tuesday and ordered 
new legislative elections, a move he said was 
designed to save the country from chaos, dis
integration, and catastrophe. He told a na
tionwide television audience that this was 
the only way to overcome the crisis that's 
plagued the Russian Government, hampered 
reforms, and threatened a political break
down in Moscow's fledgling post-Soviet de
mocracy. 

It goes ori: 
Yeltsin's abrupt announcement promises 

to stir a strong reaction from legislative 
leaders who oppose Kremlin policies and who 
have been warning that Yeltsin had planned 
to declare Presidential rule. In anticipation 
of Yeltsin's announcement, present Par
liament Speaker Khasbulatov, Yeltsin's 
archrival, summoned legislative leaders and 
other top Government officials to the Krem
lin, including the country's top judge, Vice 
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President, the chief prosecutor, and the head 
of the Army General Staff, to an emergency 
meeting. 

In light of that, does the distin
guished chairman still think this is a 
great idea, to get in bed with Russia on 
this? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. The Senator's first 
question was, was I aware of what the 
Senator just read from UPI, off the 
wire? The answer is no. In anticipation 
of the many questions I knew the Sen
ator was going to raise in the debate, I 
have been devoting all of my time to 
pouring over the information on the 
space station. 

I thank the Senator for bringing to 
the Senate floor the version of Hanoi 
News and bringing to me this most 
stunning announcement. That is ex
actly why I think we need this coopera
tion, because that part of the Soviet 
society which is held together, one, by 
a code of scientists who have their own 
code of cooperation, and the fact that 
it is in this cooperation with Soviet 
scientists that we will be able to help 
that society hold itself together and at 
the same time get something from it 
which is saving time and saving money 
and accomplishing our own national 
agenda with international partners. 

It will enhance, I think, the situation 
there. And the fact that Mr. Yeltsin 
called for an election and has faith 
that an election will take place, I 
think is a tribute to the fact that de
mocracy in the Soviet Union has taken 
hold. They are not doing it with a 
coup. They are not doing it with tanks. 
They are not doing it with a stand 
down of nuclear weapons. They will be 
having their elections so that there is 
confidence in the Government; and at 
the same time the fact that they would 
know that one of the anchors will be 
scientific cooperation with the United 
States, I think will be a significant sta
bilizing force focused on civilian re
search. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Would the chair
man's answer be the same if tomorrow 
morning she picks up the paper and 
finds out the army is taking over Rus
sia? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Hopefully the vote 
will be done on the space station before 
tomorrow. 

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I reclaim 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. BRYAN. I thank the President. 
Mr. President, I rise in support of the 

amendment offered by the distin
guished senior Senator from Arkansas 
to eliminate funding for the space sta
tion, as I have done in each of the prior 
years since I joined this Chamber. 

I serve on the Senate Commerce 
Committee. I am not unmindful of the 
efforts that have been undertaken to 
revise and to modify the space station. 
I acknowledge that those efforts have 
been with the best of intentions. Unfor-

tunately, no amount of revision or fine 
tuning can correct the fundamental 
flaw of this program; that is, we do not 
need it, and we cannot afford it. 

It has been 9 years since President 
Reagan proposed the development of 
the space station at an estimated cost 
of $8 billion. Even at that price, the 
merits, cost effectiveness of the space 
proposal were always somewhat ques
tionable. By the end of this year, we 
will have spent more than $11 billion 
on the program and we are still not 
even close to completing the project. 

Earlier this year President Clinton 
ordered a redesign and reevaluation of 
the space station program. NASA was 
instructed to prepare space station op
tions which could be completed in 5 

·years at three different levels of fund
ing, $5, $7, and $9 billion. 

NASA has completed its study and 
presented its results to the President. 
None of the options developed by NASA 
meet any of the cost targets. In fact, 
all of the options are several billion 
dollars more expensive than the most 
expensive option requested by the 
President. 

Furthermore, none of the options de
veloped would result in an operational 
space station by the end of the 5-year 
period which was the parameter re
quested in the President's revision di
rective to NASA. 

In spite of NASA's failure to meet 
the President's targets, NASA intends 
to move forward with the space station 
at a cost during the current fiscal year 
of $2.1 billion. As many of our col
leagues have already pointed out, we 
are being asked to provide $2.1 billion 
for a project whose final design and 
mission has yet to be defined. The total 
cost of the scaled back and revised 
space station program, including inter
est, is now estimated to be more than 
$100 billion. This program has been 
marked by cost overruns, management 
problems, multiple design changes, and 
a lack of a consensus overall on its 
mission. 

Mr. President, the time has come to 
cut our losses, and terminate this pro
gram. 

I am well aware of the arguments 
raised by the space stations defenders. 
I understand the problems the termi
nation of the program may cause for 
NASA, particularly with regard to our 
international partners, the subject of 
the colloquy just transpiring on the 
floor between the distinguished man
ager of the bill, and one of my other 
colleagues. 

I understand also that some are con
cerned that without the space station 
NASA may be left with a limited 
manned space travel mission. And I 
further understand the potential re
search benefits of the space station, al
though I also believe that much of this 
research can be conducted in other 
than a space station. 

Finally, I understand and completely 
sympathize with the job losses, that 

may occur in the aerospace industry as 
the result of the termination of this 
program. Unfortunately, none of these 
arguments are persuasive. The current 
budget situation and our massive Fed
eral deficit simply do not allow us to 
fund every potentially useful program. 

Mr. President, a few weeks ago this 
Chamber reverberated with the oratory 
and rhetoric of those who are commit
ted to deficit reduction. One Senator 
after another rose to express his or her 
commitment to reducing Federal ex
penditures, and some of our colleagues 
predicated their vote against the Presi
dent's budget proposal because the 
spending cuts did not come up front as 
they desired, and the increased tax 
measures were up front and, indeed, in 
some instances retroactive. 

Mr. President, now is the time to re
deem that oratory, to have our actions 
match our rhetoric, something which 
this Chamber has not distinguished it
self in, in recent years. 

It is clear to me that the major bene
fits to the space station are derived 
from the process of constructing the 
station, the employment that may be 
realized, the international prestige, 
and the stimulation for the aerospace 
industry. 

The actual goals and supposed mis
sion of the space station actually con
tribute very little to the efforts to de
fend the program. The space station 
and other massive science programs, 
such as the superconducting super 
collider, will continue to cause signifi
cant problems in our Nation's efforts 
to prioritize our scientific research ef
forts. Big ticket science is not nec
essarily the best way for us to go as we 
seek to develop a more competitive 
economy in the international market
place and place more of our natural re
sources in research and development in 
the civilian sector as opposed to the 
military sector. 

If we continue to build the space sta
tion, other potentially more important 
research programs will need to be cut. 
We will continue to fail to bring the 
deficit under control. Given its ques
tionable benefits, the space station is 
little more than a somewhat short
term employment program for the 
aerospace industry. 

I understand the pressures faced by 
that industry and the desire of the 
communities that are affected by that 
loss of employment, to keep this pro
gram going. 

Unfortunately, the long-term solu
tion to the problems in the aerospace 
industry cannot be solved by what 
amounts to a multibillion-dollar sub
sidy for a program that we do not need 
and we cannot afford. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Arkansas to termi
nate this program and thereby achieve 
some savings which can go to offset
ting the mounting national deficit. 
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I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
Mr. DOMENIC! addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico is recognized. 
Mr. DOMENIC!. Mr. President, I say 

to any Senators waiting that I under
stand there is no time sequence, but I 
will try to be as brief as I can. I under
stand Senator METZENBAUM has been 
waiting also. 

Mr. President, there are a few Sen
ators I would like to compliment. Obvi
ously, the distinguished Senator from 
Maryland has done a wonderful job on 
this bill, although I do not agree with 
it in every respect. In fact, I hope there 
are additional amendments that might 
seek to restrain other areas of the HUD 
appropriations bill. But I think she and 
the new ranking member, the Senator 
from Texas, Senator GRAMM, have done 
a good job of putting this bill together. 
I hope we will get the support of the 
Senate, with the issue before us intact 
as it has been presented by the Appro
priations Committee. 

I am sure the good Senator from Ar
kansas will wonder why I am going to 
congratulate him-that is, Senator 
BUMPERS-but I am, because he has 
won, frankly. Through his efforts over 
the years, this program has been dra
matically reduced. But not only that, 
real firmness has been built into it by 
the new director, appointed by Presi
dent Bush, retained by our new Presi
dent, at least thus far, because of the 
admonitions here on the floor of Sen
ator BUMPERS and others about this 
being a runaway program, about it 
needing some real management. That 
has all been done. 

As a matter of fact, the President of 
the United States-and I really do not 
believe, having just gone through the 
budget fights, that he would be asking 
for a program here for this space sta
tion that would be out of control, that 
would not have definition to it, and 
would not have new management. 

All of those things can be attributed, 
to a significant degree, to Senator 
BUMPERS and his allies, who for years 
have been asking that we cut this pro
gram out. It is amazing to me, when 
you take a program of such importance 
to our Nation- after all, it has been 
said here on the floor, and I repeat, if 
we are anything as a Nation, besides 
having our culture and our spiritual 
values, we are a country of technology. 
And if we are not at the cutting edge of 
technology, applied to business and de
velopment, yielding good, high-paying 
jobs, we are nothing. 

As a matter of fact, the most signifi
cant problem with America's future is 
not that we will lose low-paying jobs to 
Mexico, but rather that we will lose 
high-paying jobs to the world, because 
we are not at the cutting edge of high
value jobs through applied technology. 

Everybody knows, whether it has 
been perfect or not, NASA and the 
space program has been cutting-ed.ge 

technology. It has been the magnet at- do. Perhaps it is the community devel
tracting young people in America to opment block program, which is $175 
become engineers and scientists and million more than the President asked. 
space engineers and physicists, and it It is our privilege to say that is a pro
has yielded a myriad of spinoff tech- gram we do not think we need. Let us 
nologies that continue to enhance our take it out and lower the caps so we 
capability to compete day-by-day. Why save money. But does that mean that 
should we terminate a program when because we are for cutting the budget 
in response to congressional critics, led that we have to assume we are in ac
by our friends here in the Senate who cord with any program that any Sen
want to kill the program, when this ator wants to take out of our national 
program of such significance to our- budget? Does it make sense that be
selves and the world has already ac- cause we want to cut the budget, that 
complished a mission of being a budget somebody comes to the floor and says, 
saver? take two more divisions out of the U.S. 

The amount of money to be spent on Army, which has already been reduced, 
this program before the President of but for you Senators, the other side 
the United States and the hew director talking about cutting the budget, here 
got together and said let us make more is your chance. 
management sense and let us put some Mr. President, what if we do not 
realism into the dollar numbers-that agree that we ought to take two divi
may never have happened but for the sions out of the U.S. Army, and we 
arguments here on the floor of the Sen- think we ought to leave those and cut 
ate. somewhere else? So while I was one 

I understand that, contrary to what who suggested-and perhaps it caught 
has been said on the floor of the Sen- on here in the Senate-that if you are 
ate, this program does have a given going to cut a program, you ought not 
amount of money and a given number run around and say you are cutting the 
of years after which you will either budget, unless you cut the budget. So 
have a space station ready to go, or they have incorporated in their amend
you will be ready to go on a space sta- ment that not only would they cut the 
tion, or you will terminate the pro- program, but the allowable money to 
gram. I do not know how much more be spent in the next 5 years would be 
management we can build into a pro- · reduced proportionately. I compliment 
gram as difficult as this. But I have them for that idea. In fact, I think we 
very significant trust in the new direc- ought to use it on some other programs 
tor. I have read some of the things he when we try to do that. I hope that ev
has done. They probably should have eryone knows if we do not support the 
been done 10 years ago or 9 years ago. cuts-that is, the space station-then 
In fact, I say to my friend, the new we are not denying that portion of this 
Senator from Texas, I believe the idea amendment which says cut the budget 
of having a lead American industrial proportionately. We are not denying 
company take the top rung of manag- that. It is relevancy, and it is impor
ing this program, and do it as a busi- tant to the future of a realistic budget 
ness-which Boeing is now doing-is plan. 
long overdue. I understand from some Mr. BUMPERS. If the Senator will 
readings that it was a typical bureau- yield for a question. If a point of order 
cratic nightmare until that occurred. is made because of the provision we put 

So I close my remarks today on this into this amendment really to satisfy 
part of my argument, and by saying, the senior Senator from Texas and peo
let us compliment the director, the ad- ple like the distinguished ranking 
ministrator, the President, and the member on the Budget Committee-we 
NASA hierarchy for coming up with a put this in here to say the $2 billion in 
realistic program that we know how this bill that we propose to cut cannot 
much we are going to spend on, that is be spent for anything else except defi
going to achieve very significant goals cit reduction-and you just got 
and tests. Within the next decade, we through applauding us for that, am I 
are going to be proud of the fact that correct? 
we defeated the amendment of the Sen- Mr. DOMENIC!. I did. 
ator from Arkansas today and pro- Mr. BUMPERS. Does that mean you 
ceeded with one of America's true tech- will vote against the point of order? 
nological potentials that may indeed Mr. DOMENIC!. If that comes to the 
keep us on the cutting edge for a while Senate on this particular amendment, I 
longer. will. 

There is another argument being Mr. BUMPERS. Vote against it? 
made-and perhaps some of it is di- Mr. DOMENIC!. To those that say it 
rected to Senators like myself and oth- is subject to a point of order-I say to 
ers-which says, "You have been talk- the Senator that he was not here, but 
ing about cutting the budget first . Why I congratulated him on two counts. 
do you not accept this one?" Mr. Presi- Mr. BUMPERS. I was watching, Sen-
dent, I hope some Senators on our ator. 
side-and I will join them-will pick a Mr. DOMENIC!. The part that you 
program or two out of this appropria- have actually saved the United 
tions and say we would like to cut it States-whether your amendment 
out. It fits what we think we ought to passes or not on this program, you 
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have saved billions of dollars. I con
gratulate you, because this program 
was not what it is today until you 
started your amendments to try to kill 
it. 

I merely suggested I think it is in 
good shape, it is fixed and determina
tive, and it has a given amount of 
money and goals, and I do not know 
why it ought to be asked to save more 
than what the President requested and 
what the new Administrator requests. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. METZENBA UM]. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Mr. President, 
first I would like to compliment the 
Senator from Arkansas for his leader
ship in this area. He has been on the 
floor over a period of years and waged 
the battle for many of us, and we owe 
him a great debt of gratitude. 

Second, I would like to compliment 
the manager of the bill, the Senator 
from Maryland. There is no more dedi
cated Member of this body than is she, 
and she has fought for human services 
programs and education issues having 
to do with working people. 

It so happens on this particular issue 
we are in disagreement, but the fact is 
she is a magnificent Senator. And I was 
pleased to follow my colleague and 
friend from New Mexico on whose com
mittee I used to serve, on the Budget 
Committee, because there has been no 
stronger voice for cutting out fat in 
the budget, no stronger voice for defi
cit reduction, no person who has been 
on the floor more hours, more time 
than he in trying to balance the budg
et. Therefore, it is with a great sense of 
concern that I hear him here today op
posing the amendment of the Senator 
from Arkansas. 

As a matter of fact, the Senator from 
New Mexico indicates his point of view. 
He wants this program but not some 
other programs, and I gather they are 
human service programs because he 
said something like he hopes that 
other parts of this bill, other areas in 
this HUD bill, can be restrained. I 
think that is really what the issue is. 

There are some people on the other 
side of the aisle that would like to cut 
and cut and cut programs having to do 
with the quality of life in America, 
with the opportunity of people to get 
adequate medical care, with the oppor
tunity for people to get food and drugs, 
and I mean pharmaceutical drugs, and 
the opportunity to send their kids to 
school, their opportunity to be able to 
provide clothing for them. But when 
there comes along a project that means 
it is good politically for them in their 
community, forget it. Forget it. We 
take a walk. Now we are no longer for 
budget cutting. Now it is in the Na
tion's interest to move forward. 

It is amazing to me, absolutely amaz
ing to me, that the very same Senators 
who argue day in and day out that we 

need to cut spending to get the deficit 
under control are suggesting that we 
ought to spend an additional $2 billion 
building the space station next year; 
and there will be additional billions 
and billions after that, as has already 
been described by the Senator from Ar
kansas. 

It is always this same crowd, the 
ones who want to graze their cattle on 
Federal lands, who want extra minerals 
for free, who grab big porkbarrel 
projects like military bases and the so
called superconducting super collider 
for their States. They are the ones, the 
very same ones, that we meet on the 
floor. They have the loudest voices. 
They write the articles. They are the 
most best speakers when it comes to 
talking about how terrible the deficit 
is. "But be sure it does not cut the def
icit in my backyard,'' say they. 

All the while they try to cut nutri
tion programs for poor families and 
medical care for senior citizens, they 
stand up here and fight for the super 
collider. They fight for the largest de
fense spending. They fight for the space 
station. But do not cut anything that 
is in their own backyards. 

Here they are again today, the very 
same people, the very same spokes
persons trying to sell the space station 
as a wonderful achievement, and turn
ing to the Senator from Arkansas and 
giving him credit for bringing about a 
scaled-down, $22 billion bargain. 

I say that it will cost $72 billion be
fore it is over, $72 billion before it is 
over. And I must say that I have dif
ficulty in understanding how we can, 
on the floor of the U.S. Senate, vote to 
provide $100 million for the Russians in 
order to join in this program. What 
kind of thinking is that? 

I understand the whole question of 
foreign aid. I understand the question 
of goodwill to your neighbors. I under
stand a lot of things. But I do not un
derstand providing $100 million in this 
bill to the Russians. We already spent 
$11 billion and today there is not any
thing that looks like a space station 
except pictures. 

As a Congressman from Ohio who 
chairs a similar committee dealing 
with the subject over in the House 
says, we are spending $8 million a day 
for the space station, and we do not 
have any space station. It is a fact that 
this project has taken on all the odious 
characteristics of a jobs program, Mr. 
President. To me this is incredible. 

So often here people are not willing 
to support a jobs program, some par
ticular kind of program that describe 
itself as a jobs program. Some program 
that may cost a very modest amount 
per employee in a jobs program. But 
they are willing to spend whatever it 
takes for a space station, and those 
people get paid 2, 3, and 4 times as 
much as those that we provide for in 
direct jobs programs. 

Jobs for defense and aerospace con
tractors and in this case a situation 

with little scientific merit, and we are 
willing to pay the money and say we 
have to do it because it is good for that 
community, or good for that commu
nity, whatever the case may be. 

There is no national security need for 
this program, none whatsoever. It is 
simply an outdated luxury, a labora
tory in outer space. It is an incredible 
waste of money. 

Will it tell us anything about Mars or 
the solar system, or the galaxy or 
outer space? Not in the lifetime of any
body that is in this body at the present 
time. 

No, it is an opportunity to keep the 
astronaut-manned space exploration in 
business. And I think it is time to call 
a halt for this needless waste of the 
Federal dollars. 

The Air Force cannot give up on its 
manned bomber, even though it is ob
solete. And NASA cannot give up on its 
manned space station, even though it, 
too, is so obsolete. 

This project has cost the taxpayers 
billions upon billions of dollars; and 
what do we have to show for it? GAO 
says it will cost $40 billion to finish. 
The Senator from Arkansas indicates 
it will cost $72 billion, and I am pre
pared to accept his figures on that 
score. 

But whether we are only just a mini
mum of $40 billion, $72 billion, what 
difference does it make? We have 
money to blow. We do not need to 
worry about the deficit. The deficit is 
not very material. Unless it comes to 
human service programs. Then it be
comes extremely material. 

According to the GAO the cost of this 
project will actually be $100 billion 
through the year 2027 after figuring the 
cost of maintenance, transportation to 
and from space, and the cost of money. 
We are going to have to cut funding in 
other science programs. We are going 
to have to cut veterans care. We are 
going to have to cut housing and envi
ronmental protection. All programs to 
keep funding NASA in the VA-HUD 
spending bill are going to have to be 
cut as much as $13 billion over the next 
5 years to pay for the space station. 

I say to my colleagues who are sup
porting this and who are always in 
favor of deficit reduction: Have you no 
shame? Have you no shame that you 
can speak out of both sides of our 
mouth? Are you not embarrassed by 
your position of talking always about 
cutting and then coming out here and 
spending $2 billion for the space sta
tion? Would you not prefer to have this 
vote taken in secret, or maybe not 
have a rollcall vote? Would it cause 
you a little bit less embarrassment? 

But the amazing thing is those who 
are going to vote for it, they do not 
seem to be embarrassed. And I have dif
ficulty in comprehending how intel
ligent people cannot be embarrassed in 
making this vote where they have been 
talking about deficit reduction, deficit 
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reduction, balancing the budget over a 
period of months. 

I believe that this space station pro
gram is a ripoff. I believe we ought to 
kill it once and for all. I believe we 
ought to agree to the Bumpers amend
ment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Maine [Mr. COHEN]. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, last 
evening I took the floor and advised 
my colleagues that there were, of 
course, a number of priorities we had 
to discuss as Members of the Senate, 
and while exploration of space is very 
important to all of us we have to start 
drawing some distinctions and making 
some discriminating choices. I told my 
colleagues we were holding hearings 
this morning in the Governmental Af
fairs Committee at which we learned 
that environmental cleanup will cost 
the Federal Government about $500 bil
lion. A half-a-trillion dollars will now 
be extracted froni the pocketbooks of 
the taxpayers of this country. That 
works out to roughly $2,000 per person 
for the American people. 

So when we start evaluating where 
we are going with our progranis we 
have to be soniewhat discriniinating. If 
we were in a robust econoniy, if we had 
billions of dollars to spend, we could 
say let us spend the extra money to ex
plore space through this space station 
laboratory. But I think we have to 
come back to Earth to look at the na
ture of the problenis we are confronted 
with here. 

Last night we heard many interest
ing arguments for the space station. 
They were interesting because of their 
surreal character. 

The proponents argued that the space 
station is needed to advance our re
search against cancer. I think that is 
fair enough. Cancer is a terrible afflic
tion and anything we can do to help 
find a cure for cancer we ought to do. 
So if that is the purpose of conducting 
research in space, in order to find a 
cure for cancer, let us support it. But 
the question is, If this is for research 
into cancer, why does the American 
Association for Cancer Research oppose 
the space station as being of "little sci
entific or technical merit"? 

Last night they argued the space sta
tion is needed for groundbreaking re
search on crystals. Fair enough. I 
think the next logical question is, Why 
is the space station opposed by the 
American Crystallographic Associa
tion, association of Anierican sci
entists who study crystals? 

It was argued last evening that the 
space station is needed for research on 
semiconductors, the heart of modern 
electronics. The question is, Why is the 
space station opposed by the Institute 
for Electrical and Electronics Engi
neers? · 

The proponents last evening argued 
we have to proceed because Gerniany 

and Japan have invested in this station 
and their scientists are counting on it. 
Fair enough. The question is, Why do 
the primary professional societies of 
physicists in Gerniany and Japan op
pose the space station? 

Last evening the proponents argued 
it was needed for research in life 
sciences and microgravity studies. 
Again, fair enough. But why has the 
National Research Council declared the 
station "does not meet the basic re
search requirenients for life sciences 
research (or) niicrogravity research"? 

Why did Science niagazine call it ''90 
percent public works, 9 percent public 
relations, and 1 percent science"? 

The simple fact is, w~ have a surplus 
capacity for space-based research with 
Spacelab and Spacehab laboratories on 
the shuttle and the prograni to give the 
shuttle long-duration capability. We 
cannot even use the capacity we al
ready have. 

The simple fact is that starting up 
this new space station program is 
going to squeeze out funding for NASA 
programs that are worthwhile. This 
very bill cancels a space-based x-ray 
telescope because of the rising costs of 
the space station. 

All the argunients that were ad
vanced last evening do not seem to 
hold up to analysis when nearly every 
scientific group that is responsible for 
conducting the research in those var
ious fields is strongly opposed to the 
space station. But let us go beyond the 
merits of the argunient and look at its 
affordability. 

While space station proponents can
not tell us exactly what the new sta
tion is going to look like or how much 
it is going to cost, they give us the 
comforting assurance it will cost less 
than space station Freedom. Sniall com
fort to the American taxpayer. 

We cannot afford the $70 billion it is 
going to cost to construct this new ver
sion of the space station any niore than 
we can afford the $120 billion that was 
allocated for Freedom itself-space sta
tion Freedom. We cannot afford to take 
this money froni the pocketbooks of 
our children, which is precisely what 
we are doing here. We are robbing our 
children of their future. 

NASA cannot afford it. As I pointed 
out last evening using this chart, here 
are the numbers. The Clinton-proposed 
budget for NASA, that is the red line. 
The green line is NASA's program plan. 
And there is at least $10 billion dif
ference, perhaps closer to a $15 billion 
or $18 billion difference. If the space 
station proceeds, the only way they 
can eliminate that difference is by cut
ting out progranis that are far niore 
worthy. 

Last evening I was accused by the 
Senator from Texas of quoting the hu
morist Dave Berry as an expert on 
science. In fact, if you look at the 
RECORD, I quoted real scientific experts 
from the National Research Council to 

the American Association for Cancer 
Research, all of whoni oppose the space 
station. And I cited Dave Berry as an 
expert on the preposterous. That is 
why I cited Dave Berry. 

What is preposterous is the fact that 
interest payments on the Federal debt 
will equal 57 percent of all the Federal 
income tax taken froni the American 
workers. The Anierican people worked 
from January 1 to July 27, and every 
cent they paid in Federal income tax 
went just for interest on the debt. Not 
for any of the progranis that help to 
sustain this country's econoniy. 

Now we are being asked to spend 
even more of those hard-earned dollars 
on this. After spending $11 billion on 
space station Freedom, we are now 
going to have to pay another $160 mil
lion to terniinate Freedom and then an
other $2 billion to start a new program. 
After, as I pointed out last evening, my 
colleague from Texas said this redesign 
process was "robbing proponents of any 
real ability to niake a credible, rea
soned argument in favor of continuing 
the program." But here they are mak
ing a noncredible, unreasoned argu
ment in favor of the prograni. 

Then we add the Russian card. We 
now see played the Russian card. The 
Russians are being brought on board 
and so proponents now want to add an
other $100 million. It sounds like a 
niere bagatelle, when we deal with a $6 
trillion economy, and $300 billion defi
cits. What is another $100 million to 
add on for the Russian participation? 

I can understand the concerns of the 
thousands of people in Texas and else
where who work on this prograni, but 
my concern is with the tens of niillions 
of taxpaying workers who see half of 
their Federal inconie tax going for in
terest on the debt and much of the rest 
being squandered on unjustifiable, pro
granis. 

My concern is for the American chil
dren who niay see two-thirds of their 
Federal income tax go for interest on 
the debt because we keep piling up 
these astronomical deficits, year after 
year. 

My concern is for those scientists 
who are doing the research on cancer, 
crystals, seniiconductors, chemistry 
and physics--scientists who almost 
uniformly say that proceeding with the 
space station is going to waste money 
that could be better spent on real re
search to fight cancer, advance science, 
and improve our econoniy. 

Mr. President, for years the pro
ponents have justified space station 
Freedom with the Delphic declaration 
that it was "the next logical step." 
Now NASA itself is terniinating space 
station Freedoni. And the next logical 
step is to stop throwing money into a 
black hole in space. 

Several Sena tors addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Maryland, the Chair of the committee. 
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UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I 
know the hour is growing late, and we 
have had substantial debate on the 
space station. It is now my desire to 
propound a unanimous consent agree
ment, to see if we could establish a 
time certain. 

I am therefore asking unanimous 
consent that we vote at time certain, 
at 4:30 p.m. today, and that the remain
ing time be equally divided, 15 minutes 
proponents, 15 minutes opponents. The 
ranking minority and I would control 
the time for the proponents; I believe 
the Senator from Arkansas would con
trol the time for the opponents. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Several Senators addressed the chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator 

from Arkansas. 
Mr. BUMPERS. I would like to ob

ject. I am anxious to accommodate the 
Senator from Maryland in getting a 
UC. We have right now, of course, Sen
ator DORGAN who wants 3 minutes, 
Senator WELLSTONE 3, Senator EXON 5, 
that is 11, Senator SASSER wants 5, I 
want 5. 

Let me suggest that we vote at 4:45. 
Does Senator WARNER want some ad

ditional time? 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Yes. And we would of 

course need to protect Senator WAR
NER'S time. He has declared that. 

Mr. GRAMM. A vote at 4:45 would 
still work. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I believe Senator 
BYRD. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I do not know how 
much time Senator WARNER wishes. He 
wants 5 minutes? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Senator WARNER has 
agreed to 10 minutes. 

Mr. BUMPERS. He wants 10? That is 
21- that does not leave Senator SASSER 
or me, either one, any time to wrap it 
up. 

I suggest we make it 5 o'clock. 
Mr. COHEN. Reserving the right to 

object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Maine. 
Mr. COHEN. I am advised that Sen

ator WARNER has not indicated whether 
he is prepared to vote at a time spe
cific. I would like to have an oppor
tunity to-

Ms. MIKULSKI. With all due respect, 
I know the Senator from Virginia and 
I have been engaged in conversations 
about this issue. I am trying to accom
modate. It will be my intention to 
move in a parliamentary procedure 
that will be nondebatable. It is within 
my rights now as the manager of the 
bill to move to table right this minute. 
It is not the desire of the manager of 
the bill to be sharp-elbowed or brusque. 
Last night, we debated until 10 o'clock, 
which was 4 hours. We are now in our 
ninth hour, I believe, of discussion on 
the space station. I really must insist, 
because of other amendments pending 

of equal importance, or certainly of 
significant importance, that we must 
vote on this amendment before 5 
o'clock. I am trying to arrive at a 
framework. If there is not a frame
work, I want the Senators then to be 
alert to the fact that I intend to move 
to table within the hour. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Maryland withdraw her 
unanimous-consent request? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I will once more pro
pound the request and, out of a spirit 
of accommodation, will ask that there 
be a vote at a time certain, at 5 p.m.; 
that in the hour that is now here, that 
there be 1 hour of debate equally di
vided between the proponents and the 
opponents. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Reserving the 
right to object, and I will not object, I 
just wonder whether one of my col
leagues will be kind enough to spell 
me, since I will be presiding between 4 
and 5, so I will have 3 minutes to speak 
on the floor. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I promise the Sen
ator from Minnesota 3 minutes. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Also as part of my 
unanimous-consent request, that there 
be no other intervening amendments to 
be in order prior to the disposition of 
the Bumpers amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. WARNER. Reserving the right to 
object and I apologize, I stepped off the 
floor momentarily. Could I ask the dis
tinguished Senator from Arkansas, in 
our previous discussions in private, I 
indicated the need for some more time 
for the Senator from Virginia. Am I as
sured that under this proposed agree
ment that the Senator from Arkansas, 
as the manager of the time for our side 
of this debate, that I could have, say, 
12 minutes? 

Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator did not 
provide for that. I promised the Sen
ator from Nebraska 5, Minnesota 3, 
North Dakota 3, Senator SASSER 5. 
That takes more than our 30 minutes. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, under 
those circumstances, the Senator from 
Virginia will reluctantly have to ob
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec
tion is heard. 

The Senator from Maryland has the 
floor. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Because of the objec
tions, we are now going to rout the 
very spirit of what we are trying to do. 
Because of other pending amendments, 
we must really move to other amend
ments after 5 o'clock. Recognizing the 
Senator's desire to speak, will 10 min
utes be agreeable to the Senator? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I will 
accept the 10 minutes. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. What does that all 
add up to? 

Mr. BUMPERS. The Senator from 
Virginia wishes 12 minutes? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Ten. 
Mr. BUMPERS. North Dakota 3, Min

nesota 3, Nebraska 5, Tennessee 5. That 
is 26 minutes on this side. Three, that 
cuts us to 24. That leaves me 5 minutes 
to wrap up. So that ought to do it. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Is there objection? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

WELLSTONE). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. EXON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Nebraska is recognized. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I yield 

3 minutes to the Senator from Ne
braska. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I thank my 
friend and colleague from Arkansas. I 
have been listening to this debate. I 
also want to thank my friend and col
league from Maine for his remarks 
which I thought were exactly on point. 
I understand another colleague, with 
whom I have worked with very closely 
ever since I have come to the U.S. Sen
ate, my friend from Virginia, will be 
supporting the Bumpers amendment. 

I rise in support of the Bumpers 
amendment. I wish that I had more 
time to explain my reasons for this. 
But let me try and capsulize as best I 
can, Mr. President. 

The vote that we are about to take 
on the Bumpers amendment is much 
more than whether or not we should 
have the space station. In the view of 
this Senator, it is a Grucial vote with 
regard to whether or not we are sincere 
in this body by making the commit
men ts that all of us have made in one 
form or another, especially during the 
recent debate on the deficit reduction 
bill that ended up in a tie vote in the 
U.S. Senate, broken by the Vice Presi
dent. 

I would say to the President of the 
United States, I think he is wrong for 
supporting this particular program. 
But everybody has a right to their 
opinion. I have not heard a good case 
made for the continuation of the space 
program on the floor of the Senate. I 
have supported that program in the 
past. I will not support it now. If we 
are going to get serious about doing 
something to reduce the deficit and 
then begin, hopefully, to tackle the na
tional debt-and I compliment my 
friend from Arkansas for saying that 
the savings in this program would go 
to reduce the debt, that is what it is all 
about. 

I will simply say, Mr. President, that 
last week we had three votes on a 
measure that has generally had the 
support of this Senator from Nebraska. 
That was the funding for the endow
ment for the arts. I voted against that. 
While I am for the arts, I happen to feel 
that if we are sincere in wanting to cut 
down the expenditures of the Federal 
Government, it seems to me we could 
eliminate the funding for the arts with
out causing too much concern to the 
average middle-class person in Amer
ica. 



21882 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 21, 1993 
It seems to me that if we will follow 

the advice clearly enunciated by the 
Senator from Arkansas with his 
amendment and the argument for that, 
we would say once again while it would 
be nice to have a space station if we 
could afford it, Mr. President, we can
not afford it. And if we cannot stop a 
program like this, and if we cannot 
stop the super collider that I under
stand is likely to be voted on sometime 
in the next 10 days, if we cannot stop 
programs like that, vast amounts-bil
lions and billions and billions of dol
lars-then I say that we are never 
going to get anywhere in trying to re
duce the expenditures of the Federal 
Government that the people of the 
United States of America are demand
ing. 

I say to the President of the United 
States, I wish you were helping us on 
this. Since you are not, we want to 
help you, Mr. President, to keep your 
pledge. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BUMPERS. I yield the Senator 
from North Dakota 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from North Dakota is recognized. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, this 
space station is almost a perfect Gov
ernment spending program if you have 
either a short memory or a fat wallet. 
This is a Government project that can
not do what it was advertised to do. 
The project will cost 10 times more 
than it was supposed to cost. 

What does the Congress do in re
sponse to that? Does it kill a program 
that cannot do what it is supposed to 
do? Is it going to cost 10 times more 
than it should have? No, it nurtures it 
around talking about redesign. The 
fact is we have spent the first months 

· of this year huffing, puffing, snorting, 
perhaps even bellowing in this Cham
ber about "cut spending first." Now we 
have a chance to see: Were those just 
slogans or were they promises? 

On a project that cannot do what it is 
supposed to do, and costing 10 times 
more than it should, will we cut spend
ing first or will we do as Congress so 
often does and say, "Let's not make 
tough choices?" If you are a Member of 
this body who really believes that we 
have a serious deficit problem in this 
country, you must ask yourself; who 
really believes we are spending a bil
lion dollars a day we do not have, often 
on things we should not build; who 
really believes it is in our children's in
terest to get this problem under some 
control? Then at least step up to the 
plate on this project, one that we do 
not need, one that should not be built 
and especially one that should not be 
built with borrowed money, and decide 
to kill it. 

I hope my colleagues will join me and 
stand up and make a tough choice 
today to support the Bumpers amend
ment and kill this project. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. BENNETT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I 

yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Utah, and also ask a Senator who 
might be an opponent of the bill to, 
subsequent to the Senator from Utah 
completing his debate, relieve the Sen
ator from Minnesota, so that he can 
participate in the debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Utah is recognized. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, earlier 
today we were asked, those of us who 
have been talking about cutting spend
ing, if we have no shame and if we have 
no embarrassment. 

I rise with no shame and no embar
rassment to support the space station 
because I ran for the Senate on the an
nouncement that I would support the 
space station, and I ran for the Senate 
on the announcement that I was in 
favor of cutting the deficit. 

People would say, how can you rec
oncile those two? And I would remind 
them of the statement of the old bank 
robber, Willie Sutton. People said to 
Willie Sutton, "Why do you keep rob
bing banks?" as he kept getting caught 
and going to jail. And he said, "Be
cause that's where the money is." 

The money is not in the NASA budg
et. Yes, there is some, but the NASA 
budget is now under 2 percent of the 
total. The money is in the entitle
ments. 

I said in the campaign, and I repeat 
in this Chamber, if anybody wants to 
offer an amendment-at some point 
maybe I will overcome my freshman 
status and try it myself-to do some
thing about the entitlements, I will do 
it, and that is where the money is. But 
I made it clear that I was in support of 
space, and I think it is important for 
me to tell you why I think the space 
station is important. 

We hear a lot about our children's fu
ture, and we are taking money from 
our children to talk about the space 
station. I submit that we are doing this 
for our children. If we look at medicine 
today, we find that virtually every
thing that is practiced in medicine 
today came as a result of progress that 
was made in space. 

Now we are talking about the next 
step. What do we mean by the next 
step? Let me try to put it in historic 
context very quickly, quoting from a 
speech Dan Goldin made in Utah just 
over the weekend. 

At one point we were all helpless be
fore the elements of nature, and then 
we learned to control temperature with 
the invention of fire. That changed life 
tremendously. And then they learned 
to change the composition of tools, the 
coming of the Bronze Age, and we were 
able to create new tools. And that 
changed life tremendously. Then with 
the Industrial Revolution we learned to 

put pressure into the manufacturing 
process, and that changed life tremen
dously. 

What is the next constant? It is grav
ity. And in the space station we will 
have the opportunity for the first time 
to deal with manufacturing processes, 
medical processes, all other kinds of 
things absent the presence and pres
sures of gravity. 

The implications are enormous. I 
think for us to turn our backs on this 
opportunity would be as difficult as if 
we were to turn our backs on the indus
trial revolution. 

Finally, the one comment that I have 
heard is, "But we do not need a 
manned space station. We do not need 
humans in space." 

I conclude with a story told by my 
predecessor, Jake Garn, who was 
known as a supporter of the space sta
tion. One of the experts, presumably, 
that the Senator from Maine talked 
about came to Utah to talk to him and 
try to convince him that we could do 
everything in space with robots. 

The two of them talked until they 
came to a standoff. Then in conversa
tion this distinguished gentleman said, 
"You know, Senator, it is beautiful 
here in Utah. I love Utah. I love to 
come here to ski. This is wonderful. I 
wish I could live here." And Jake said, 
"Why don't you move here." "Oh," he 
said, "I can't do that. My lab is in Bos
ton. I have to stay in Boston near my 
lab." Jake said, "You don't need to be 
in Boston. Get a lot of robots to run 
your lab. If we can run and control a 
lab in space with robots, we can cer
tainly control a lab in Boston with ro
bots." 

No, Mr. President, there is no sub
stitute for the human observation fac
tor. If we are going to learn to deal 
with the absence of gravity and reap 
the rewards from that opportunity that 
will come, we are going to have to do it 
with liuman beings in an environment 
free of gravity. It is the next great sci
entific frontier, and I for one do not 
want to turn my back on it. 

Last night we heard the Senator 
from Ohio quote one of the most distin
guished and famous Members of this 
body, Daniel Webster, who stood before 
this body in 1852 and said, "We cannot 
afford the lands West of the Mis
sissippi. They have no benefit for us or 
our children. We cannot afford to pur
chase them. They are filled merely 
with savages and wild beasts." 

Well, I for one, as one of the children 
and grandchildren of those who went 
West of the Mississippi, am grateful 
that the Senate overrode Daniel Web
ster, and I do not want to be reminded 
by my grandchildren that I was a Dan
iel Webster and turned my back on this 
new frontier. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DOR
GAN) .. The Senator's 5 minutes hav.e ex
pired. 

Who yields time? 
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Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I yield 

the Senator from Minnesota 3 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

a tor from Minnesota is recognized for 3 
minutes. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Sen
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. President, 3 minutes is not a lot 
of time so let me just make three 
points. When I hear about a project of 
dubious value projected to cost $100 bil
lion over the next 20 years, first of all, 
I think about priorities. 

I remember a conversation with a 
woman who was telling me that her 
children sleep on the floor because they 
do not have a bed. I do not see how, 
when we do not have the money for 
that woman to make sure that her 
child can get off the floor and on the 
bed, we are going to spend this kind of 
money on a station in space. 

So for me it is a matter of priorities 
right now. When I think about hungry 
children, and I think about health care, 
and I think about jobs, and I think 
about communities and unsafe streets, 
and I think about national security, I 
really think real strength begins right 
here on Earth and not with a space sta
tion of dubious value. 

My final point, Mr. President, is that 
I have been very careful in the Defense 
bill, in the Interior bill, and this bill, 
to take seriously what we have been 
saying to people about deficit reduc
tion. The farmers in Minnesota say you 
cannot eat your seed corn; you have to 
plant your seed corn. We are eating our 
seed corn with a deficit and an interest 
on that deficit that is robbing us of our 
capacity to invest in ourselves. 

To finish, I say to the Senator from 
Virginia, with a Yiddish proverb, "You 
cannot dance at two weddings at the 
same time." You cannot keep telling 
the people in the country that you 
want to reduce the deficit and then 
vote for this kind of program. This is a 
test case of whether we are serious 
about deficit reduction, and that is 
why I proudly support the Bumpers 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Minnesota has ex
pired. 

Who yields time? 
The Senator from Arkansas. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, how 

much do I have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arkansas has 20 minutes and 
30 seconds remaining. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I yield the Senator 
from Virginia 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Virginia is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 
all colleagues. This has been a good de
bate. It is the type of debate that the 
Senate, I think, can justifiably take 
pride in because both sides have had 
adequate opportunity, and it has been 
a good, thorough debate on all points 

except one point, and I draw the man
agers' attention to it. 

We are going to vote but we do not 
know what the total cost is going to 
be. As the Senator from Ohio said, it 
runs all the way from roughly $40 bil
lion to $100 billion. We do not know. 
And I think we are not being respon
sible to vote not knowing what this is 
going to eventually cost the American 
taxpayers at a time when, as the dis
tinguished Senator from Minnesota 
says, he cannot face his constituents 
and answer their questions about 
where the needed dollars are going to 
come from for the essential elements of 
maintaining human dignity and human 
life and a lifestyle that Americans are 
entitled to. 

Today, at lunch the administrator 
came in. I wish to publicly apologize to 
him. I think I may have been on the 
border of being rude, but I was upset 
because during the course of the lunch
eon this was passed out. It is entitled, 
"Why the Space Station Makes Sense," 
by Daniel Goldin. I had a minute or 
two to look through it. I was looking 
for one thing, page after page at Gov
ern.men t expense-one thing. 

What are the costs? Not one word re
ferring to costs. Go to the. last page "at 
taxpayers' expense,'' page 12. Talking 
about the imperatives to have the sta
tion. That same imperative that once 
was defined by Norman Cousins as "the 
commitment to human growth." Sev
eral paragraphs down, William Jen
nings Bryan once said: 

Destiny is not a matter of chance; it is a 
matter of choice. It is not a thing to be wait
ed for; it is a thing to be achieved. 

I am waiting for the costs. 
Last night, in an eloquent speech, 

someone quoted President Kennedy in 
the golden years of this great country: 
"Let us go to the Moon." 

And, indeed, we did go to the Moon. 
But at that same time, I ask you, what 
was the national debt that the Presi
dent and the taxpayers were dealing 
with? Far less than $1 trillion. And 
what is the national debt that we are 
confronting America with today and 
tomorrow, at interest costs of $290-
some billion a year, roughly equal to 
the total cost of our defense budget, 
slightly below the total cost of Social 
Security: $4.4 billion. 

Do not quote to this Senator Presi
dent Kennedy's dream at a time when 
the dream of America is to bring about 
some fiscal reality to this country. 
That is what this debate is about, fis
cal reality. You would think it was 
Alice in Wonderland last night: The 
sky is falling in. We are not going to 
have money to solve problems for can
cer; we are not going to have money to 
solve problems for this, that, and the 
other thing. 

That is not the America we know. 
The America we know will turn to the 
solutions of those problems. It is not 
dependent on the space station. 

Costs: Mr. Goldin apparently did send 
a letter dated September 20, yesterday, 
addressing costs, and it is in the hands 
of the managers. I got it just an hour 
or so ago. It is a remarkable document, 
not for what it says, but for what it 
does not say. He says the costs are $19.4 
billion, but fails to refer to the fact 
that $11 billion has already been ex
pended. There is no specific reference 
to the $14 billion additional for operat
ing costs; no mention of whether the 
shuttle costs are included or not in
cluded; no mention whether the civil 
servant payroll of all the people work
ing on this program is included or not 
included. 

It is unclear what is in, and it is un
clear what is left out, and we are flying 
blind as we come to the floor to cast 
our votes in a matter of a few minutes. 

Yesterday, it was the Russian card 
thrown on the desk at the last minute. 
Today, it is a cost estimate that is in
complete. 

I would like to conclude by bringing 
to the attention of our colleagues a re
port that was issued today by the Con
cord Coalition, headed up by a very dis
tinguished colleague, a warm friend on 
both sides of the aisle, Senator Tson
gas, who came to the Senate with me, 
a Member of my class, and Senator 
Rudman. 

It is worth reading, colleagues. This 
whole report, some 75 pages, rests on 
two pillars. Pillar number one, this 
body, has addressed already; marched 
up the hill and down the hill. But the 
Concord report says you have to face 
it. I read: "A comprehensive entitle
ment means test," that is what it rests 
on. That is one pillar. Then the next 
pillar: 

Fifty domestic spending programs 
would be eliminated or reduced to 
produce $29 billion in annual savings by 
2000. 

What is the first program the Con
cord report lists? The first-not the 
second, not the third-out of the 50; the 
first? I repeat: 

Fifty domestic spending programs 
would be eliminated or reduced to 
produce $29 billion in annual savings by 
2000. These include programs we can no 
longer afford; number one, the space 
station. 

An unbiased, objective, carefully 
thought through, analytical report by 
two of the most distinguished men who 
have been privileged to serve in this 
Chamber in the last several decades. 

I conclude by saying that I thought 
long and hard through the night of my 
future in the Senate, whatever period 
that may be, and what is my respon
sibility and why am I up here fighting 
as vigorously as I know how for fiscal 
responsibility when my State is one of 
the five principal beneficiaries of the 
very dollars we are talking about-
thousands of jobs in my State. 

But I do it with the clearest of con
science, I say to the Senator from 
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Texas and the Senator from Utah, with 
the clearest of conscience, because I 
believe we are going to be faced with a 
means test and a lot of other tougher 
votes unless we face up to the fact that 
we, as individual Senators, have to 
make decisions which adversely affect 
in some way the citizens in our own 
State. If we do not do it, there is no 
hope. 

I count myself among those on this 
side of the aisle who have year after 
year stood up and followed, again with 
a clear consc1ence, those leaders on 
this side of the aisle to cut the budget, 
to have a line-item veto and to balance 
the budget. 

If I only had a penny for every speech 
I have gone back home and given on 
the balanced budget, I practically 
could retire, because I sincerely believe 
in it. But to balance that budget, you 
have to have cuts. 

So I say to my good friend from 
Utah, and there are others on this side 
of the debate that are standing here 
with a clear conscience, that I want to 
be counted among those who have 
stood for fiscal responsibility for 14 
years-and who will stand today to 
make a decision which is painful and 
tough politically-because I do not 
want to be listed ever in my career in 
the U.S. Senate as being apocryphal. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Ms. MIKULSKI. I yield to the junior 

Senator from Texas 5 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Texas is recognized. 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Thank you Mr. 

President. I thank the Senator from 
Maryland, who has done a wonderful 
job of managing this bill, and the sen
ior Senator from Texas, who is helping 
her. 

I think it is important to put into 
perspective the key argument that we 
have been hearing in the debate that 
has lasted for some 10 hours now; that 
is, all of us want to bring the deficit 
down, but how are we going to do it? 
There really is a difference in the way 
I would make those cuts. 

For instance, I have introduced 
amendments and plan to do so again to 
cut the general overhead of Govern
ment across the board 5 percent, to 
give us $3 to $10 billion a year in sav
ings. 

I think that is the responsible way to 
go about cutting the deficit. There
after, each program should be looked 
at to determine how much further the 
program can be cut. Some can take 100 
percent and be wiped out; others can 
take zero percent. 

I think we have to look at the prior
ities. The distinguished Senator from 
Virginia says he does not know how 
much this space station is going to 
cost. 

He knows that we are voting on $1.9 
billion, and he knows that there are 

people in this room that voted for $16 
billion to be spent on one-time-only ex
penditures, building swimming pools, 
that sort of thing. This is where we can 
focus our differences. Do we want the 
kind of spending that is one time only, 
that will give jobs maybe for 10 months 
or 18 months, or do we want to spend 
our money where it is going to reap 
benefits twentyfold and fortyfold and 
hundredfold, as space research has al
ready shown that it will do? 

There are people today who are walk
ing and who are healthy because we 
have had space research and because 
our forefathers and mothers had the in
genuity and foresight to make those 
investments. 

The issue is whether we are going to 
invest in our seed corn to have the ben
efits of new jobs created by new indus
tries, created by research that we have 
invested in; or are we going to spend 
one-time-only dollars? I think that 
every American would want us to 
spend the money where it is going to 
grow. The mother whose child is sleep
ing on the floor wants more than any
thing for her child to have a future, 
and that is what investment in basic 
research is going to do. 

In addition, the space station really 
will help disease. I know Senator 
BUMPERS yesterday said that we are 
now taking credit for the super
conducting super collider and the space 
station to try to cure breast cancer. I, 
for one, would pay for both of those to 
find a cure for breast cancer and 
osteoporosis, but the fact is, it is the 
space station that is going to contrib
ute to solving breast cancer and 
osteoporosis. It will ·do so because 
there are conditions in the space sta
tion that will allow us for the first 
time to find out what that third dimen
sion of growth is that will allow us to 
find the cure for those women's dis
eases that we have been unable to cure 
all these years. That is one of the rea
sons that I am supporting the space 
station. 

Mostly, I am supporting the space 
station because it is the kind of invest
ment that we need to make. I am a 
budget cutter. The Senator from Utah 
is a budget cutter. The Senator from 
Texas is a budget cutter, and so is the 
Senator from Virginia. But we have 
very different priorities. And, I am 
proud to say that I want to put the 
money where it is going to create a fu
ture for children, and that is what 
every mother and father in this coun
try who is struggling wants. 

The last point I want to make, Mr. 
President, is that there is an issue we 
have not talked about very much, and 
that is, what kind of partner is Amer
ica going to be? We have talked about 
Russia and what is going to happen in 
Russia. Regardless of what happens in 
Russia-and I have great faith that de
mocracy is going to prevail in Russia . 
I know all of us wish the Russians well 

in this time of turmoil in their coun
try. But, what we are talking about is 
what kind of consortiums are we going 
to be able to have in the future that 
will cut our costs in America but allow 
us to have the research that will create 
the new technologies of the future? If 
we will be a good partner, and if we 
will stand up for stability in America, 
and continue the projects that we 
start, we will be the kind of good part
ner that other countries will want to 
invest with, like our good partners, 
Japan, Europe and Canada who have all 
invested in the space station with us. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
Mr. SASSER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

WELLSTONE). The Senator from Ten
nessee. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, what we 
are seeing here is the unfolding of the 
typical Washington spending drama. 
What we have here is a space station 
conceived to cost a certain amount of 
money, and the Congress is sold on it 
at a low-ball figure. In this instance, I 
believe it was $8 billion, if memory 
serves me correctly. This project has 
been through redesign after redesign 
after redesign, all to try to minimize 
the enormous cost overruns that this 
project was thought to generate. We 
are now at the point where the lifetime 
cost of the space station is $120 billion. 

But like all of these Washington 
spending dramas, once they get start
ed, they never stop; you cannot kill 
them. It is just like the hydra: You cut 
off one head here, but it keeps coming. 
That is the way this space station is. 

If people want to cut spending, they 
can vote to terminate this space sta
tion. If they want to make speeches 
about cutting spending or balancing 
the budget, then they ought to go back 
home and just speak to the rotary club. 
It is interesting to hear today on the 
floor that the space station is an in
vestment. The term "investment" is 
coming from some of the same Sen
a tors who were saying just a few weeks 
ago about the President's program that 
"investment is just another name for 
spending." That is what they were say
ing a few weeks ago. 

As the President's deficit reduction 
plan was on .the floor of this body, two 
of our colleagues were out in front of 
this Capitol holding a press conference 
with Ross Perot, and they were saying 
that this deficit reduction plan is 
faulty, because it does not have enough 
spending cuts. Well, we said at that 
time that we were going to give them 
the opportunity to vote for more 
spending cuts. We were going to give 
them more than $255 billion worth of 
spending cuts. 

So I joined with Senator BUMPERS. 
The first of these was an effort to cut 
$400 million out of the star wars initia
tive. We should have cut $1.4 billion 

. out, but we were not sure we could get 
the votes to cut $400 million. By two 
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votes, 5~8, we were successful in cut
ting spending by $400 million in star 
wars. Interestingly enough, those who 
said we needed more deficit reduction, 
more spending cuts, when the deficit 
reduction bill was on the floor a few 
weeks ago, voted against cutting $400 
million off of star wars. 

So here we are back with the space 
station. They started out saying: Well, 
we would vote to terminate the space 
station, but it will not really reduce 
the deficit, because the money will 
simply go into other projects. You 
chaps on the Appropriations Commit
tee will put it someplace else. 

So we said: OK, what we will do is we 
will reduce the caps to make it deter
minative. We will lock it in when we 
terminate the space station, and the 
funding that will be saved will have to 
go to deficit reduction. 

Well, now they are coming back and 
they are saying: Well, yes, we want to 
cut spending, but we disagree with 
where you are cutting the spending. 

Mr. President, all of us here have, 
about cutting spending, but some of us 
have voted for it. All of us have talked 
about cutting spending in the abstract, 
but some of us have proposed specific 
spending cuts, and we have voted for 
them. 

My colleagues have an opportunity 
here in just a few minutes to save $120 
billion over the lifetime of this project. 
Let us see if you are going to do it. Let 
us put our vote where our mouth is, 
and if we are not prepared to vote for 
these spending cuts, then please let me 
say to my colleagues, please, please 
stop making these speeches about 
spending cuts and wanting to cut. Have 
you no shame? I say that to some of 
you. Either vote for the projects and be 
quiet about it, or do not make these 
long lengthy speeches saying "I am for 
cutting spending" and then not voting 
to do it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
The Senator from Texas is recog

nized. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I yield 

myself 7% minutes from our remaining 
time. 

Mr. President, how wonderful the 
human mind is. How great selective 
memory is. 

I remember standing on this floor 
and offering an amendment to cut from 
the President's so-called stimulus 
spending package money for such i terns 
as the ice skating rink warming huts 
in Connecticut, Alpine slides in Puerto 
Rico, and that amendment was re
jected. And many of those who would 
have us now eliminate spending on the 
space station thought those huts and 
slides were worthy projects. 

When we considered making tax
payers pay for our election campaigns, 
I with others offered an amendment to 
eliminate such spending, and many 

people here today who say it is time to 
cut spending said at that time, no, let 
the taxpayers fund elections. 

I could go on and on and on, but how 
selective this spending restraint is that 
the only areas in a $1.5 trillion budget 
that some would cut are expenditures 
on defense and expenditures on science 
and technology. 

First of all, I am proud of the fact 
that in working with the President and 
working with the distinguished chair
man of this Appropriations Sub
committee we have cut $4 billion from 
the space station. I am proud of the 
fact that under the leadership of this 
administration we have been able to in
duce the Russians to end their solo 
MIR-2 program and join us in a united 
world effort. That is a positive develop
ment, and I want it to go forward. I am 
proud of the fact that we have been a 
good enough partner that the Japa
nese, the Canadians, and the Europeans 
have put $2 billion into this project and 
they stand ready to put in $4 billion 
more if we live up to our end of that 
contract. 

So what is the issue here? The issue 
is this: 25 years ago America spent 5 
percent of the Federal budget on civil
ian science and technology R&D. We 
invested 5 percent of the budget in the 
future by funding the technology need
ed to create jobs, to raise living stand
ards, and to help America dominate the 
world as we have. 

Now 25 years later, as spending has 
exploded, as we have reached a situa
tion where this Congress seldom says 
no on any spending proposal, we have 
now reached a point where we have 
written a budget that spends only 1.9 
percent on science and research and 
technology, and yet there are some 
here who say even that is too much. 

So, there are those who would spend 
money on ice skating rink warming 
huts; who would spend money on Al
pine slides in Puerto Rico; who would 
spend money to fund politicians run
ning for public office. But they say we 
do not have enough money to invest in 
science, technology, and space and 
spend on our future. 

This great country of ours has been 
the dominant force on the planet for 50 
years for two, and only two, reasons of 
any real significance. 

First of all, we have had an incred
ible system which has let ordinary peo
ple like us with extraordinary freedom 
do extraordinary things. And yet, ev
eryday on the floor of the Senate, we 
vote to limit that freedom and to ex
pand the power of Government and to 
threaten this goose that has consist
ently laid the golden egg for America. 

The second factor that has made our 
system and our people the envy of the 
world is that we have dominated 
science and technology. We have 
plowed back money into pure research 
that has generated science. High en
ergy physics, which started under a 

football stadium at the University of 
Chicago, now provides 20 percent of the 
GNP of the United States. The space 
program has revolutionized industry, 
has revolutionized medicine. 

So the question is having cut the 
science budget, relatively speaking, by 
over 50 percent in 25 years in a $1.5 tril
lion budget, can we afford to invest in 
the science and technology that will 
mean better jobs for America, higher 
living standards in the 21st century? 
And I say yes. 

We have partners who have put up 
money. They are now waiting to see if 
we live up to our commitment. We 
have now been joined by an adversary 
that we kept back from the gate for 45 
years to let the superiority of our sys
tem emerge. I say that partnership is 
revolutionary in terms of world his
tory. I say we should bring them in to 
help us build a better space station so 
that we can do more because they do 
more. 

But the question is: Do we turn back 
now or do we go forward? 

So I am sorry. When I hear my col
leagues stand up and chastise the Sen
ator from New Mexico for being for the 
space station, when they themselves 
have voted against cuts in what I per
ceive to be the most meaningless pro
grams that have come before the Con
gress, I am not impressed. 

The bottom line is that the time to 
have cut spending was in the budget, 
and we had some 70 amendments to do 
that, and virtually every one of those 
amendments was rejected. 

So, we have decided on our total 
spending level. The question is a very 
simple question: Are we going to invest 
that money in the next generation, in 
science and technology, and in the fu
ture of our children, or are we going to 
invest it in the next election with an
other social program that promises a 
great deal and often delivers very, very 
little? 

We must realize that for those in 
America who are in need, ultimately it 
is not the Government that is going to 
solve their problem. It is going to be 
technology, science, and opportunity 
that will produce the resources to as
sist them or let them get on the play
ing field with better tools and help 
them, in the process, earn their self-re
spect, earn a good living, and earn 
what we want for all of our citizens. 
Science and technology are indispen
sable to that vision for America's fu
ture. 

So I urge my colleagues-do not kill 
America's premier science program. We 
have reduced it. We have cut it. We 
have brought in partners. We are ex
panding the number of nations partici
pating. We are sharing the costs. We 
have stripped it down. We have tried to 
save money. But ultimately the ques
tion is: Do we go forward or do we stop? 

I believe, and I am confident, that 
America will be a richer, freer, happier 
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country 25 years from now if we defeat 
this amendment than it will be if we 
say approve it. 

If we adopt this amendment, if we 
kill the space program, does anyone be
lieve, that in the ultimate legislative 
process, that less money will be spent? 
My guess is no. But less will be in
vested and America will be poorer, and 
that is why we need to move ahead 
with this program. 

I urge my colleagues to stay with the 
committee and support our $4 billion of 
cuts. We cannot afford a Cadillac. We 
rejected it in committee on a biparti
san basis. We are working with the 
President and the Vice President on a 
bipartisan basis. But we can afford a 
Chevrolet in science and technology 
when we, as a nation, have benefited 
more from science and technology than 
any other nation in the history of the 
world. 

I reserve for the chairman the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from Arizona 1 minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arizona is recognized. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, this 
program has been program plagued 
since it was unveiled by President 
Reagan. In 1984, NASA estimated the 
cost would be about $8 billion and 
would be completed by 1992. 

Today, it is overdue and the costs are 
out of control. Today's NASA estimate, 
if you can rely on these figures, ex
ceeds $30 billion. In truth, NASA has no 
true estimate of costs at all. In light of 
the recently announced United States
Russia collaboration, no one knows 
what this program is supposed to ac
complish. Talk about putting the cart 
before the horse. This program sets a 
new standard for premature action. 

GAO projects the costs could exceed 
$40 billion to build and the lifetime 
costs, a staggering $118 billion. This 
cost is unthinkable given the myriad of 
unmet needs domestically-homeless 
people sleep on the Capitol Grounds, 
veterans are turned away from VA 
medical centers and cemeteries, and 
the deficit mushrooms. 

President Reagan put the space sta
tion on the national credit card. Presi
dent Bush put the space station on the 
national credit card. And, I say to my 
friends, the time has come to pay the 
bills. We are $11 billion in the hole on 
this program and the financial bleeding 
has not stopped. This year's request is 
for $2.1 billion and $2.1 billion for each 
of the next 4 years. 

There is something very wrong with 
our priorities. The budget cutting is 
not over, and funding this space sta
tion will force us to cut another $13 bil
lion over the next 4 years. 

I am the senior Democrat on the Vet
erans Committee and my colleagues 
and I on the committee have been 

forced to deal with the consequences of 
the decision to pursue this white ele
phant in space. I even offered an 
amendment in 1987 to delay the space 
station in order to protect veterans 
health care. I barely escaped the Cham
ber with my life and managed to get a 
mere 12 votes. 

I said at that time we could not af
ford this ill-defined program. I said 
that veterans health care and other 
programs would suffer if we did not get 
control of this program. Well, everyone 
hates to hear it, but I cannot resist 
saying I told you so when the truth 
hurts so much. 

Sadly, it is the veteran and his survi
vors who have been paying the biggest 
price to date. Today, every widow who 
cared for a service-connected severely 
disabled veteran cannot get remarried 
for the rest of her life without losing 
her CHAMPUS-V A heal th insurance 
and survivor's benefits. That is un
fair- if you are the survivor, to keep 
yourself from losing conceivably the 
only lifeline left between poverty and 
desperation, you must remain alone in 
the time following the most tragic loss 
one can experience: That of a loved 
one. 

This is only one example: There are 
many more. But the question should 
not be how many more, but what ex
actly will happen in the future to bene
fits like these? Will they disappear all 
together because of the $13 billion more 
we will have to spend on a space sta
tion that most likely will not be com
pleted before they die? 

In sum, Mr. President, it is time we 
get our financial house in order on 
Earth together before we embark upon 
this great adventure to new worlds. I 
believe in dreams, but I am not a day
dreamer. This program does not make 
sense and we cannot afford it. 

Mr. President, this program has been 
a big mistake. This program is going to 
exceed $40 billion now and maybe $118 
billion. We do not even know. And now 
we are asked to put in $2.1 billion this 
year. It is time to pay the bill and cut 
our loses at the $11 billion that we have 
already sunk into this program. 

I thank the Senator from Arkansas. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, how 

much time do both sides have remain
ing? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arkansas has 2 minutes and 
35 seconds. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I have 
to object. That cannot possibly be. I 
had 20 minutes a while ago, I let Sen
ator WARNER have 10, Senator SASSER 
5, and just now 1. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the 
Senator--

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, how 
much time do I have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Maryland has 7 minutes and 
31 seconds. 

If the Senator will yield for a mo
ment, the Chair will say to the Senator 

from Arkansas that I did read the 
clock correctly and the Chair is pre

. pared to account for that time. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Please do so. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I 

want to reserve for myself 5 minutes 
for closing but I am happy to give the 
Senator from Arkansas 2 minutes. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I thank the Senator 
very much. That will give me 4112 min
utes. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I have been a wise 
steward of my time. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, the Senator from 

Texas is talking about a good, solid 
Chevrolet. We do not know whether we 
are going to get a Cadillac or a Yugo. 
We are going to be voting $2.1 billion 
for a project. We have not the faintest 
idea what the design is going to be. We 
have not the faintest idea what the 
cost is going to be. We have not the 
faintest idea what kind of research is 
going to be done. The Russians have 
had a MIR up for almost 8 years. They 
would be delighted to sell us the re
sults of all their experiments for a few 
million dollars. 

We were going to cure cancer with 
the shuttle. Do we remember those ar
guments, when we were building the 
shuttle? We were going to do micro
gravity research on the shuttle. We 
were going to grow protein crystals. 
We were going to cure cancer. 

And here we are now, 9 years after we 
first heard Ronald Reagan say the 
space station will cost $8 billion. And 
the same people who stand on the floor 
today and tell us the country is going 
down the tube if we do not spend this 
money have not even had the courtesy 
to say I am sorry for all those 
misstatements I made the last 9 years. 
I am sorry for the $11 billion we talked 
you into spending which now lies on 
the scrap heap. 

Not so much as an "I am sorry." 
The Senator from New Mexico said if 

this Nation is anything it is a nation of 
technology. If this Nation is anything, 
it is a nation that is broke, and head
ing for bankruptcy. 

The Senator from Texas during the 
reconciliation debate said I do not like 
those cuts you are proposing 3 and 4 
years down the road. They never take 
place. 

Senator, we can cut that to 45 days. 
And 45 days ago everybody in the U.S. 
Senate said we have to cut more, cut 
spending first. 

I have been in the Senate almost 19 
years and I have seen one program 
torpedoed and I did it, the Clinch River 
Breeder in 1983. The only program the 
U.S. Senate has killed since I have 
been here in 19 years. The political 
clout is always with spending, not 
spending cuts. Is it any wonder the 
people of this country are clamoring 
for term limits? 
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I disagree with it, but God knows I 

understand their frustration. To hear 
all of that rhetoric for about 3 weeks 
about spending cuts, we get a chance to 
cut star wars, the space station, the 
superconducting super collider, ASRM, 
the Trident 2 missile. We get a chance 
to cut all those things and we cannot 
get enough votes to fill a thimble 
around here. 

I am not going to argue the merits of 
this thing because it has no merit. Dr. 
Park, the President of the American 
Physical Society, 40,000 physicists, 
says there is absolutely no evidence 
that we will develop new medicines. 
Yet the proponents say we are going to 
cure cancer, emphysema-name it, this 
thing is going to cure it. 

Almost $300 billion a year in interest, 
and headed north. I have never heard 
so many convoluted arguments in my 
life for voting for $100 billion more in 
spending. 

There is $11 billion down the tube. 
Dr. Bluembergen up in Harvard said, 
"Microgravity research is of micro
importance." Dr. Parks says, "There is 
too much disturbance by people on the 
space station to do microgravity re
search. You can do microgravity re
search right here on Earth and save 
yourselves $100 billion." 

Mr. President, the American people, 
they do not really understand what is 
going on here. They do not understand 
how important spending is politically. 
But they know there is something 
wrong. That is the reason only 18 per
cent of them have any respect for the 
U.S. Congress. 

The House, in an amendment I will 
offer on the advanced solid rocket 
motor, the House killed it by 378 to 
43-killed it. And I am going to offer an 
amendment here in a minute to kill it, 
and I will not get enough votes to 
count. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. BUMPERS. We are just biding 
our time here, waiting for the apoca
lypse when we do what we are about to 
do here. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. How much time do I 
have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 5 minutes and 6 seconds. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I am op
posed to this amendment because it 
would lower the discretionary appro
priation caps in both budget authority 
and outlays for each of fiscal years 
1994-98. 

The Senator's amendment would ter
minate funding for the space station 
and would reduce discretionary spend
ing limits for each of fiscal years 1994-
98 by the amounts that would have 
been needed in each of those years to 
fully fund the space station program. 

Mr. President, I cannot support this 
kind of piecemeal attack on the statu-

tory discretionary caps. Congress just 
completed action on a reconciliation 
bill which the President signed into 
law on August 10. That measure set dis
cretionary spending limits for fiscal 
years 1996-98. Similar caps for fiscal 
years 1994 and 1995 were enacted as part 
of the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990. 

These discretionary budget authority 
and outlay caps for fiscal years 1994-98 
provide very tight constraints on dis
cretionary spending. Let me put this 
restraint in perspective. 

The conference report on the budget 
resolution for fiscal year 1994 set the 
discretionary spending allocation to 
the Appropriations Committees at 
$500,964,000,000 in budget authority and 
$538,757,000,000 in outlays for fiscal year 
1994. In its March baseline, the Con
gressional Budget Office [CBO] pro
jected enacted discretionary appropria
tions to be $517,005,000,000 in budget au
thority with estimated outlays of 
$547,489,000,000 for fiscal year 1993. The 
budget resolution level for 1994, there
fore, is $16,041,000,000 in budget author
ity and $8,732,000,000 in outlays below 
the 1993 level. 

The effect of this amendment is not 
only to reduce funding for the space 
station, but also to reduce the statu
tory caps by that amount. For fiscal 
year 1994, this amendment would re
duce both the cap and the budget allo
cation by $1,446,000,000 in budget au
thority and $1,015,000,000 in outlays. 
Over the 5-year period of fiscal years 
1994-98, the caps would be reduced by a 
total of $9,846,000,000 in budget author
ity and $9,006,000,000 in outlays. 

As I have stated many times before, 
the deficit problems facing this coun
try have not been caused by excessive 
domestic discretionary spending. The 
problem has been primarily the unre
strained growth in the entitlement pro
grams plus the failure to enact the rev
enues to pay for those programs. If it 
requires the continuation of caps on 
discretionary spending as the price for 
getting control of the growth in enti
tlement spending and tax expenditures, 
then I have been willing to take that 
tough medicine. 

But, I cannot and will not support 
amendments, such as this one, which 
are attempts to make even further re
ductions in these constrained discre
tionary spending limits on an ad hoc 
basis. 

The practical consequences of adopt
ing such amendments will be to open 
up the budget and appropriations proc
esses to an avalanche of attacks on dis
cretionary spending, the result of 
which will be even greater difficulty in 
adequately funding the President's and 
congressional priorities for infrastruc
ture, education, environmental clean
up, law enforcement, and on and on. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
will be very brief. 

Americans have always explored dis
tant frontiers . We have always pressed 

into the unknown, sometimes in the 
face of great adversity and great cost. 

I come from Alaska-a State some
times called the Last Frontier. My 
State was once considered a distant, 
forbidding, and hostile frontier. The 
costs of its exploration were once con
sidered high. But the payoff was worth 
it in the end. 

With that perspective in mind, I have 
supported the space station in the past. 
I have viewed it as a means to expand 
our frontiers, to undertake cutting 
edge science, to maintain a competi
tive edge in our aerospace industry, 
and more recently, to promote inter
national scientific cooperation. 

But I have been troubled by the 
delays, the redesigns, and the inability 
to see tangible progress. Today, we 
really don't know for sure precisely 
what we will be funding if we move 
ahead with the program. 

I am also concerned about our failure 
to fund smaller science programs, and 
the degree to which scientific 
megaprojects such as the space station 
might be diverting funds from badly 
needed research projects here at home. 
I have a few projects in this bill that 
were not funded, despite unanimous 
agreement within the scientific com
munity and the administration that 
they deserved to be funded, so this ob
viously concerns me. 

Nevertheless, Mr. President, I will 
today vote in support of the space sta
tion. But this may be the last year I do 
so, unless we nail down the design and 
better understand the costs. 

The space station can be a great 
achievement-a tribute to our ingenu
ity, our drive, and our ability to strive 
toward new frontiers. But it can also 
become a money pit mired in a bureau
cratic morass. For me to continue my 
support in the future, I need to be con
vinced that this program is the former 
rather than the latter. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment offered 
by the distinguished Senator from Ar
kansas. And while I recognize that 
much of the discussion presented thus 
far has focused on the national aspects 
of this program, I feel compelled to 
raise two important international 
points in support of space station Free
dom. 

As a member of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee, I have strong res
ervations about any unilateral action 
to terminate the space station pro
gram. America's investment in space 
station Freedom is an not just an in
vestment in the American space pro
gram-it is an investment in the inter
national space community. More im
portantly, it is a commitment to a new 
level of international scientific coordi
nation which we must honor and we 
must finish to completion. 

Since 1984, the United States has 
been working in concert with the mem
bers of the Canadian, European, and 
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Japanese space agencies to develop a 
baseline for joint space operations. For 
the first time in our history, the Unit
ed States sat down with engineers and 
scientists from the international com
munity to design and integrate the 
world's first multinational space sta
tion. 

Consider for a moment, the syner
gistic benefits of such an effort. Each 
international partner bringing crucial 
and innovative technologies to the or
biting laboratory, each with perhaps 
new approaches to the problems that 
we seek to solve in the weightless envi
ronment of space. And now, as our 
joint planning efforts are nearing com
pletion, a new and even more exciting 
chapter is unfolding as we prepare to 
enter this new frontier. A new partner 
has asked to join the team. 

On September 2, 1993, the President 
announced an unprecedented effort be
tween the United States and the Rus
sian Space Agency. The focus was an 
exploratory statement which would 
bring components of the existing Rus
sian space station MIR in line with the 
anticipated components of space sta
tion Freedom. Think of it-a new joint
ly constructed station with compo
nents that could possibly double the 
amount of usable laboratory space or
biting the Earth. 

This new level of cooperation could 
bring the cumulative knowledge and 
experience of the world's two greatest 
space programs together in space for 
the purpose of peaceful scientific re
search. Imagine the emotions of the 
first Russian space team members as 
they place themselves inside an Amer
ican space suit built by the constitu
ents of my home State of Connecticut 
and prepare for flight. What an enor
mous turn of events. 

Mr. President, as I listened to the de
bate today, I found myself agreeing 
with the comments and sentiments ex
pressed by my good friend and col
league from Iowa, Senator HARKIN. The 
recent developments with our Russian 
partners clearly indicates a new level 
of international commitment for the 
space station program. What better 
testament to the goal and expectations 
of the space station effort then to wel
come this important new partner to 
the team. 

In conclusion, I have to wonder at 
the irony in the very name of this im
portant program, Mr. President. "Free
dom." What a perfect name for the 
first outpost to this exciting new fron
tier. What a perfect moniker for a such 
a monumental peace endeavor to study 
our living planet. 

The events of the past 7 years have 
truly changed the face of the globe. 
What were once foes, are now inter
national partners for the peaceful 
study of space. Our commitment is cru
cial, Mr. President, and it must not 
change. Our international partners de
serve nothing less. I therefore, respect-

fully urge my colleagues to reject the 
amendment. offered by the gentleman 
from Arkansas. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of the space station pro
gram. 

I have long been a supporter of the 
space station program. The reasons are 
simple. I believe that undertaking dif
ficult challenges like space station is 
why we have a space program. I also 
believe that space station is critical to 
our leadership in human exploration of 
space. Space station is the next logical 
step in our quest to learn more about 
the universe in which we live. Space 
station will provide invaluable infor
mation to scientists and engineers on 
humans' ability to live and work in 
space. That information and experience 
will be critical for any future missions 
to the Moon or Mars. 

Space station will also permit re
search that might well lead to new 
drugs, cures for diseases, and advanced 
materials. I am also particularly proud 
that McDonnell Douglas from my home 
State of Missouri is building the frame
work for this international space lab
oratory. 

Like past space missions, space sta
tion is expected to generate important 
spin offs in electronics, engineering, 
biomedicine, aeronautics, and other 
areas. Many technologies that we take 
for granted-such as microcomputers, 
pacemakers, artificial limbs, advanced 
water filtration, and communications 
satellites-are byproducts of past space 
missions. I believe that the space sta
tion will produce similar break
throughs that will improve our quality 
of life as well as provide a needed boost 
to U.S. competitiveness. 

I believe it is particularly unwise to 
give up on space station at this time. 
First of all, cancellation would be a 
tremendous waste. It would waste the 
enormous amount of money, time, and 
effort that has been spent on the pro
gram. So far, the United States has 
spent $9 billion on this project. Our 
international partners have contrib
uted $2.5 billion. Furthermore, NASA 
has already constructed a mission con
trol center at the Johnson Space Cen
ter and processing facility at the Ken
nedy Space Center to support space 
station. This is not the time to turn 
back. 

NASA just completed a redesign of 
space station in response to very legiti
mate concerns about the cost and man
agement. Earlier this year, based on 
the recommendations of a blue-ribbon 
panel, NASA redesigned the program to 
reduce costs and streamline manage
ment, without sacrificing scientific 
content. NASA seems to have accom
plished that. The new design, now 
called space station Alpha, is expected 
to reduce station costs by $4 billion 
over the next 5 years and $18 billion 
over the two-decade life of the pro
gram. Mr. President, let us allow 

NASA the opportunity to carry out its 
redesigned program. 

We also must not forget space station 
is an international project. Space sta
tion is the largest international 
science program ever undertaken. 
Japan and the European Space Agency 
are each developing a lab module for 
the space station. In addition, the Ca
nadians are developing a robotic arm. 
Together, these three main space sta
tion partners have spent billions on the 
project. Increasingly, big science 
projects are becoming far too expensive 
and complex for any one country to un
dertake alone. We must honor our com
mitments to our foreign partners if we 
expect their cooperation on future 
joint space and science missions. 

Cancellation of space station would 
also prevent us from seizing the oppor
tunity to bring the Russians into the 
family of international p~rtners. Ear
lier this month, the United States and 
Russia signed a space pact which seeks 
to merge our space station activities. 
The agreement gives us the oppor
tunity to take advantage of the Rus
sians' vast experience with space sta
tions. Since 1971, they have success
fully placed seven space stations into 
orbit. Their current space station, 
MIR, has been operating since 1986. 

NASA is studying ways to include 
various elements of the Russians' space 
station program into the current de
sign. To that end, NASA is looking to 
use the crew rescue vehicle, the naviga
tion and propulsion system, and the 
docking system currently being used 
on the Russian space station. These 
contributions would eliminate the need 
for costly development and testing by 
the United States in these areas. Rus
sian participation will also provide 
Russia with hard currency to help sta
bilize the troubled Soviet economy. In 
addition, this will ensure that the tal
ent and energy of their scientists and 
engineers are properly focused on 
peaceful endeavors. 

I also believe that our commitment 
to space station is critical to maintain
ing our Nation's leadership in aero
space. Aerospace is one of the few in
dustries in which the United States has 
maintained a trade surplus-$31 billion 
in 1992. The industry employs more 
than 2 million nationally. Canceling 
the space station now would mean the 
layoff of the 50,000 aerospace workers 
in 39 States who are working on the 
space station. This is not to mention 
the indirect economic harm to commu
nities and small businesses that depend 
on the business of space station person
nel. 

We cannot afford to lose these people. 
They are the foundation of our tech
nology base and are critical to our na
tional security and global competitive
ness. Maintaining their skills is espe
cially important, now that the defense 
industry is undergoing dramatic cut
backs. Last year alone, 200,000 defense-
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related jobs were lost, and, by 1995, de
fense industry employment will de
crease by 1 million. If space station is 
canceled, these workers may have no
where to go since the defense sector is 
in the midst of a massive builddown. 

Perhaps the most significant benefit 
of the space station is its potential to 
stimulate an interest in math and 
science among our young people. Many 
analysts have predicted that the Unit
ed States will face a severe scientific 
manpower shortage in the next decade. 
Simply put, the United States will not 
have enough scientists, engineers, and 
technical people to staff our space pro
gram, our military program, or our 
high-technology industries. To address 
this problem, we must encourage more 
young people to pursue technical ca
reers. Many of today's scientists and 
engineers were inspired by the exploits 
of manned missions like Senator 
GLENN'S first orbital flight and Neil 
Armstrong's walk on the Moon. Space 
station holds the promise of similar in
spiration for our youth. 

Mr. President, for these reasons, I 
strongly urge my colleagues to vote for 
our Nation's future and support our 
space station program. 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak on the subject of the 
space station. I have put a great deal of 
thought into this issue, and it is with 
some reluctance, but a growing sense 
of conviction, that I announce my deci
sion to oppose funding for the rede
signed space station. 

Mr. President, I count myself among 
the Senate's strong supporters of sci
entific research initiatives, and I have 
long felt that NASA deserves credit for 
developing some of our Nation's most 
promising new technologies. But every
thing must be put on the table if we 
are going to have meaningful deficit 
reduction, and I am taking a hard look 
at some of the projects I have sup
ported in the past. 

There are many strong arguments for 
building a space station. I have voted 
for full funding previously because I 
believe there is much to be gained sci
entifically and medically from this 
type of research, and that the space 
program has the unquantifiable benefit 
of encouraging school children to take 
an interest in science. In recent years I 
have had lingering concerns about the 
station's cost in light of reduced sci
entific capability. But, Mr. President, 
this vote is not about big science ver
sus little science, or the relative mer
its of manned versus unmanned space 
exploration. It is about the need to cut 
Government spending. 

I will oppose funding for the · space 
station because I feel that as a country 
we simply cannot afford it, and I be
lieve strongly that it is time to exer
cise greater fiscal responsibility. More 
to the point, it's time for me to say no 
to something I would otherwise sup
port because I cannot justify the ex-

69--059 0-97 Vol. 139 (Pt. 15) 31 

penditure. As I have said in the past, it 
is easy to say no to your enemies. The 
hard part is saying no to your friends. 
The cost of the redesigned space sta
tion Alpha is $2.1 billion for fiscal year 
1994, and $10.5 billion over the next 5 
years. NASA estimates that this will 
save $4 billion over what Freedom would 
have cost during this period, but I still 
cannot reconcile this with the need to 
make substantial progress in reducing 
the deficit. 

Mr. President, we also have a respon
sibility to look ahead and consider the 
future budgetary implications of this 
project. NASA has projected the total 
cost of the Alpha station at over $16.5 
billion by 2001, and I believe this rep
resents a good faith effort to come up 
with realistic cost assessment. I com
mend them for the management 
streamlining and bureaucratic consoli
dation that went into the redesign pro
posal, and for resisting the temptation 
to propose an unrealistic estimate to 
comply with the President's original 
budgetary guideline. 

But it is very difficult to accurately 
project the ultimate cost of designing, 
building, and operating a space station, 
and I am afraid that it will end up cost
ing substantially more. Remember, we 
spent nearly $9 billion on the space sta
tion in the past decade, with few tan
gible results. Congress bears some re
sponsibility for funding the station un
evenly, and for continuously calling for 
modifications, but it is also the nature 
of these projects that adjustments and 
cost overruns are inevitable. 

Mr. President, I wish to make clear 
that the recent disappearance of the 
Mars Observer had no bearing on my 
decision to oppose the space station. It 
is a monumental undertaking to send 
this type of craft into space, and occa
sionally setbacks will occur. I remain 
committed to many of NASA's objec
tives, and I am particularly optimistic 
about the potential educational bene
fits of NASA's research on tele
communications and interactive tech
nologies. Even without the space sta
tion, Mr. President, there is some $12.5 
billion in the VA, HUD appropriations 
bill for NASA. 

I realize that terminating the space 
station will affect thousands employed 
in the aerospace industry. This was one 
of the most difficult aspects of my de
cision. Clearly, it will be necessary to 
allocate considerable resources to the 
type of retraining and conversion ini
tiatives required to downsize the mili
tary. I also understand that withdraw
ing U.S. participation in building the 
space station will have ramifications 
for our international partners, and 
that this may be a bitter pill for them 
to swallow. The intergovernmental 
agreement we entered in to contains a 
withdrawal clause, however, and we 
will have to explain that due to budg
etary constraints we cannot continue 
our present level of involvement. 

Again, Mr. President, I know this 
will not be easy, but I think the time 
has come to begin ·making tough 
choices. It may be a small step on the 
long road of deficit reduction, but we 
are going to have to start somewhere . 
I thank the Chair, and I yield the floor. 

Mr. WOFFORD. Mr. President, since 
I arrived in the Senate, I have twice 
voted to support the space station. I 
have long believed that efforts like the 
space station deserve support. Such ef
forts challenge the boundaries of 
science and the imagination. And I 
have long believed that a nation like 
ours, that has the wherewithall to ex
plore space, can overcome the chal
lenges of improving our lives here at 
home. 

But times have changed. The Federal 
deficit has limited our ability to do all 
the things that are valuable to do. I do 
not like this fact-but it is the truth. 
Now, the American people expect us to 
make the hard choices necessary to re
duce the deficit. I am prepared to make 
those choices. 

Today I will vote for eliminating fur
ther spending for the space station. 
This decision does not come easily. I 
recognize the sacrifices that will re
sult. But the fact is that if we are seri
ous about cutting Federal spending and 
reducing the deficit, we simply cannot 
now afford this effort. 

Mr. President, I am not singling out 
the space station for elimination. Ear
lier this year, I announced a package of 
spending cuts totaling $65 billion above 
those proposed by the President. My 
vote today is another step toward mak
ing those cu ts a reality. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, on 
similar issues in 1991 and 1992, I voted 
against funding for the space station in 
order to allocate those Federal dollars 
to other purposes which I considered 
more important. Similarly on today's 
vote, I consider deficit reduction more 
important than the expenditure of $2.1 
billion for the space station. 

As noted in my floor statement on 
September 9, 1992, I believe our space 
program has made significant contribu
tions to our Nation and the world, and 
I believe the future of new technologies 
may well be enhanced by advances in 
space. 

We can continue to make significant 
advances in the exploration of space 
without the very heavy investment in 
the space station. I am advised that 
using NASA cost figures from June 
1993, the new design will cost about $72 
billion to build and operate over 10 
years. The total costs, including inter
est, will raise the cost to as much as 
$110 billion by the year 2013. 

During my 121/2 years in this body, 
Senators have spoken more about the 
need for deficit reduction both on and 
off the Senate floor than on any other 
subject. The hard part arises when it 
comes to voting on specific programs 
where it is customarily easier to defer 
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deficit reduction to a later date than to 
vote down an attractive program. 

In my judgment, we are past the 
point of deferring deficit reduction. 
Therefore, difficult as this vote is, I be
lieve that we should not expend sub
stantial sums at this time on the space 
station. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I yield myself the 
entire remaining time, in the closing 
minutes of this debate. 

Mr. President, we have had extensive 
debate on the space station and as I 
conclude this, we have talked about 
cost. We have talked about jobs. We 
have talked about cuts. And the sci
entific advances. 

Mr. President, what I want to talk 
about is the future. Every scientific 
idea, every technological advancement 
ever proposed was minimized and 
trivialized in its time. I believe that 
historical fact is unfolding now in this 
debate on the space station. Nearly 100 
years ago a Frenchman by the name of 
Louis Pasteur talked about a field 
called bacteria. He used the word 
"germ" which is now part of our vocab
ulary and our thinking about life-pre
serving devices. He was ridiculed and 
he was trivialized for wanting to save 
the sheep of France using a new tech
nological advancement called a micro
scope. 

And when the scientists of the time 
looked down they said, ''This cannot be 
true. If you cannot see it, do not be
·lieve it. We do not believe what we are 
seeing.'' 

Now the rest is history. Yes, he was 
ridiculed but he discovered a vaccine 
that not only saved the sheep popu
lation of France, it saved the economy 
of his beloved homeland. He did it 
through that microscope which has 
now saved countless lives, and he cre
ated an opportunity to save the econ
omy of his country. 

Then, in our own country there were 
a bunch of guys down in North Carolina 
who said, "We think we can fly." 

They said, "What do you want to do 
that for? If God wanted us to fly, he 
would have given us wings. Do you re
member those guys in Greek mythol
ogy; they strapped on the wings, flew 
off into space, and their wings melted. 
Hey, what do you want to do that for?" 

But the Wright Brothers persisted 
and persisted and, yes, that short dis
tance they flew in Kitty Hawk led to a 
flight into the future, created an aero
space industry that has made our coun
try strong economically, and gave us 
the technology to win World War II, 
fighting Desert Storm, and has kept 
our country strong. 

Suppose they had listened to the 
naysayers. 

Then when it came to opening up the 
West, there were others who came 
along with the technology called the 
steam engine. They said, "Hey, steam 
engine? My gosh, what are you going to 
do, chugga-chugga-chugga-chugga? 

Where is that going to take us? It does 
not mean anything. All it is, is a lot of 
smoke and probably some mirrors. 
What we need is a good Conestoga 
wagon. If it was good enough for my 
mother and father to go west on, a 
Cones.toga wagon, by God, it is good 
enough for me. Maybe we need a new 
fat horse to get us there faster. Maybe 
we need a 6-wheel wagon and that will 
get us there better." 

But, no, again, the American entre
preneurial spirit said we are going to 
move ahead. The Garrett family in Bal
timore helped bankroll the B&O Rail
road. It opened up the west and helped 
the economy of Baltimore, it helped 
the economy of the Midwest, and it 
opened up a frontier of the Great West 
the way Frederick Jackson Turner had 
talked about. 

Suppose we were still building Con
estoga wagons. Suppose we had totally 
dismissed the telescope, or the micro
scope, or any of those new tech
nologies? 

Here we are now in the last days of 
the 20th century, on the brink of the 
21st century. America has to decide 
what it wants to be in the new world 
order. Just as we have been a military 
superpower because of our technology, 
we must continue to be an economic 
superpower because of our technology, 
and the future lies in space. The future 
lies in life sciences, which will be done 
in space. The future lies in information 
technology which is crucial to space. 
All of the elements and components in
volved in the building, manufacturing, 
launching and maintenance of space 
are crucial to other of the 13 critical 
technology areas, and it is in high 
technology that the United States has 
led the way. 

Bold people with entrepreneurial 
ideas have backed up what they needed 
to be able to do and invented new tech
nology. That led to new products; that 
led to new jobs; that led us to being an 
economic superpower. 

As a Member of the U.S. Senate, I 
have fought for science and technology, 
whether it has been the funding of the 
National Institutes of Health, whether 
it has been increasing the National 
Science Foundation budget, or a whole 
array of other activities. That is why I 
support this space station with passion 
and in fervor and, therefore, I move to 
table the Bumpers amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FEINGOLD). The question is on agreeing 
to the motion to table. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to lay on the table amendment No. 905. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen
ator from West Virginia [Mr. ROCKE
FELLER], is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de
siring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 59, 
nays 40, as follows: 

Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Danforth 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 

[Rollcall Vote No. 272 Leg.] 
YEAS-59 

Gorton McCain 
Graham McConnell 
Gramm Mikulski 
Grassley Moseley-Braun 
Gregg Murkowski 
Harkin Murray 
Hatch Nickles 
Hatfield Packwood 
Heflin Pressler 
Helms Riegle 
Hutchison Robb 
Inouye Roth 
Jeffords Sarbanes 
Johnston Shelby 
Kassebaum Simpson 
Kempthorne Smith 
Lieberman Stevens 

Duren berger Lott Thurmond 
Feinstein 
Glenn 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Boren 
Bradley 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cohen 
Conrad 
D'Amato 
DeConcini 
Dorgan 

Lugar 
Mack 

NAYS-40 
Exon 
Faircloth 
Feingold 
Ford 
Hollings 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lau ten berg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Mathews 
Metzenbaum 

NOT VOTING-1 
Rockefeller 

Wallop 

Mitchell 
Moynihan 
Nunn 
Pell 
Pryor 
Reid 
Sasser 
Simon 
Specter 
Warner 
Wells tone 
Wofford 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 905) was agreed to. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
motion to lay on the table was agreed 
to. 

Mr. GLENN. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of the Appropriation 
Committee's decision to fully fund the 
administration's request for $1.496 bil
lion to be set aside for the Superfund 
Hazardous Waste Cleanup Program. 
But I also want to underscore the con
cerns of the committee, on which I sit, 
that the Environmental Protection 
Agency spend those dollars responsibly 
and frugally to maximize cleanup and 
eradicate the waste, fraud, and abuse 
which has plagued the program over 
the past 12 years. 

A chairman of the Senate Superfund 
Subcommittee, I have already held six 
hearings this year on the reauthoriza
tion of the Superfund. During those 
hearings, GAO released a report which 
I had commissioned investigating 
Superfund cleanup contractors. That 
report found taxpayers being billed for 
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tens of thousands of dollars' worth of 
pearl necklaces, Movado Museum 
watches, Christmas parties, liquor, and 
season tickets to sporting events. The 
EPA inspector general also reported to 
me that the Superfund Program has 
suffered, like many other EPA pro
grams, from major fiscal and informa
tion management problems that spring 
from an agencywide culture which has 
historically given low priority to good 
management practices. I have since in
troduced legislation and commissioned 
a no holds barred study by the inspec
tor general to get to the bottom of 
these management problems and turn 
around the programs. 

The hearings have not been without 
their good news. EPA has completed 
work at over 183 sites out of the 1,200 
on the Superfund national priorities 
list, and wrested over $7 .5 billion of 
cleanup work from the polluters. EPA 
has performed over 2,500 emergency re
moval actions to protect the public 
health and screened some 25,000 sites 
for possible Superfund cleanup work. 
EPA and the Justice Department have 
obtained a 9-to-1 return on each en
forcement dollar spent by the Federal 
Government. And the full funding of 
the President's request will allow work 
at dozens of sites-including 10 to 15 
sites in my home State of New Jersey
to proceed with final construction of 
the cleanup remedy in 1994 after years 
of studying and preparation by the 
Agency. 

But the fact remains that it is abso
lutely imperative for the new adminis
tration to take aggressive and sys
temic measures to manage the 
Superfund Program more responsibly. 
EPA needs to fix its act so that even 
more sites can be cleaned up with our 
limited pool of Government resources. 
EPA should not take the full funding of 
the President's request as a license to 
continue the mismanagement practices 
of the past. 

At my request, the committee has 
therefore placed an 11-percent cap on 
the program management or overhead 
costs incurred by the Superfund clean
up contractors that GAO investigated. 
The committee has also commissioned 
a report from EPA to identify within 60 
days a timeline for correcting the seri
ous fiscal and contract management 
problems that my hearing has uncov
ered. We have also placed a ceiling on 
EPA's administrative expenses at $240 
million, a decrease of $52 million from 
the budget request, to force the Agency 
to trim fat from the running of this 
program. 

These measures, together with the 
legislation that I introduced and no 
doubt other steps that we can take as 
we reauthorized the statute, will help 
to fulfill the considerable potential of 
this program. 

COMMUNITY INVESTMENT DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECT 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. President, I would 
like to bring to the attention of my 

colleagues a provision included in the 
VA/HUD appropriations report lan
guage which sets aside $100 million of 
section 8 housing certificates for the 
purpose of creating the community in
vestment demonstration project. 

In order to encourage pension fund 
investments in traditionally high-risk 
public housing projects, the Depart
ment of Housing and Urban Develop
ment has requested this set-aside as a 
means of subsidizing pension fund in
vestments in multifamily housing 
projects. In a report by the inspector 
general of the Department, six areas 
were identified as especially troubled 
in the agency which included the sec
tion 8 rental assistance program and 
the multifamily housing projects. 

The assets of pension funds in the 
United States today total in the tril
lions of dollars and have become an at
tractive source of capital for a variety 
of projects. Many see this pot of money 
as a lucrative source of funding for in
frastructure projects. 

I am very concerned, Mr. President, 
about the long-term implications of 
the use of public and private pension 
funds to meet political and social 
goals. First and foremost, I am con
cerned about any government influence 
which could create a conflict between 
what is good for retirees and what may 
be good for social policy. In addition, I 
have reservations about the wisdom of 
creating any new Federal guarantee or 
subsidy, which would create new liabil
ities for the Federal Government if the 
housing project participating in this 
pension demonstration fails. 

Recently, there has been increasing 
attention focused on how the Pension 
Benefit Guaranty Corporation [PBGC] 
is plagued by underfunded liabilities 
and would not be able to meet its obli
gations if we experience major pension 
fund failures in this country. If the 
Federal Government is going to be in
volved in repackaging investments in 
low-income housing projects to make 
them more attractive to pension fund 
managers, it must also be prepared to 
absorb the risk. 

In light of the discussion surrounding 
the troubles at the PBGC, as well as 
the size of our Nation's deficit, I would 
suggest, Mr. President, that it would 
appear to be ill-timed for the Federal 
Government to be developing new ap
proaches to subsidize risky investment 
practices. 

I believe that this pension fund dem
onstration project as provided for in 
the VA/HUD appropriations report does 
not responsibly consider the full impli
cations of this project for retirees, and 
to the Government. 

The VA/HUD appropriations bill re
port it states that "the committee has 
set aside 3,000 certificates pursuant to 
the Department's request for a pension 
fund partnership demonstration." It 
continues by saying, "it is the commit
tee's belief, based upon the Depart-

ment's own legal analysis, that no new 
legislative authority is required for 
these actions." 

I find it troubling that a project with 
such policy implications warrants no 
more than single sentence description, 
with no guidelines on how the project 
will be implemented or safeguards on 
how the pension fund or the Govern
ment or the plan participant will be 
protected. 

The House recently considered the 
Community Investment Demonstration 
Act of 1993 which addressed this spe
cific proposal. Controversy which ac
companied the bill led to additional re
strictions being placed on the project 
and an added emphasis on Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act 
[ERISA] compliance. I am pleased that 
many of the House provisions which 
strengthened the safeguards on the 
demonstration project are in another 
housing authorization bill now pending 
before the Senate. 

That is the proper way to proceed, 
Mr. President, not the offhanded ap
proach taken in the bill before us 
today. This proposed project merits a 
healthy debate on the Senate floor. It 
has far-reaching policy implications 
for pension funds, their retirees, as 
well as the Federal budget deficit, 
since we are committing Federal funds 
to subsidize the investment of these 
pension funds. 

I have great confidence that my col
leagues on. the Appropriations Commit
tee will recognize the need for guide
lines in this project and I hope that the 
restrictions included in separate hous
ing legislation will be adopted. It is 
critical that as we explore pension fund 
infrastructure investment issues, we do 
so with careful deliberation and not es
tablish a dangerous precedent by such 
open-ended appropriations as contained 
in this committee report. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
a question pending before the Senate 
which is the first excepted committee 
amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. Parliamentary in
quiry. First, may I have order so I can 
hear the Chair? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, what 
is the pending order before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
pending order is the first excepted 
committee amendment. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I cannot hear you, 
Mr. President. The Senate is not in 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question pending before the Senate is 
the first excepted committee amend
ment. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Which is what? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Page 42, 

lines 16 through 24. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Has the Chair an

nounced the vote on the Mikulski mo
tion to table? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Has the motion to 

lay on the table been agreed to? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
Mr. WARNER. Parliamentary in

quiry, Mr. President. At what point in 
time will a Senator be able to send an 
amendment to the desk? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sec
ond-degree amendment would be in 
order to the excepted committee 
amendment which is pending. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I 
think it would help the colloquy be
tween the Senator from Virginia and 
me if other Senators will take their 
seats so we can hear each other and un
derstand each other, and come to an 
accommodation with each other. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I would 
like to, at this time, explain the 
amendment that I desire to send to the 
desk because it is germane to the mat
ters that we have just discussed rel
ative to the space station. 

The committee, and I think in a very 
wise way, Mr. President, fenced all 
funds beyond the expenditure of $1 bil
lion, and left to the discretion of the 
committee the responsibility to review 
this program. I will read the pertinent 
paragraph. It is on page 145 of the com
mittee report, Calendar 194, on each 
Senator's desk. 

Bill language has been included to allocate 
these funds accordingly. In addition, the 
committee has included language that limits 
NASA in obligating more than $1 billion 
prior to January 31, 1994, for the space sta
tion program. This will enable the commit
tee-

I repeat: This will enable the com
mittee-
to assess the final design configuration of 
the station before agreeing to release the re
maining funds appropriated in the fiscal year 
1994. 

The purpose of the amendment of the 
Senator from Virginia is to replace the 
committee with the full Congress and 
say that implicit in my amendment, 
this program is so important in terms 
of the additional and future expendi
tures as to demand the attention of 
every Member of this Chamber. No dis
respect, no lack of confidence is ex
pressed in here, either directly or in 
any other manner, imputed to the Ap
propriations Committee. But I want 
the Congress of the United States to 
determine whether or not $1 more than 
the $1 billion just authorized by this 
vote shall be expended for this pro
gram. 

This program has been a moving tar
get. According to my calculations, it 
has been delayed by 10 years, a full dec
ade, from the commitments made to 
the Congress and the people of this Na
tion in 1984. We do not have, in my 
judgment, the costs. The lack of infor
mation is appalling. 

We have debated those points. I do 
not wish to take a lot of time on this 
amendment. I have in essence stated 
all I wish to say. 

So, Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the committee amend
ment be laid aside, and that the Sen
ator from Virginia be allowed to send 
his amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BRADLEY. Reserving the right 
to object, I would simply ask the dis
tinguished manager of the bill, is this 
the way the distinguished manager of 
the bill would like to proceed? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. First of all, Mr. 
President, the Senate is not in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will please come to order. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. It had been my in
tention that when we had concluded 
the debate and vote on the space sta
tion, that would have brought to clo
sure the issue of the space station, and 
then we could move on to other legisla
tive matters. And there was an under
standing that we would move to the 
amendment of the Senator from New 
Jersey. 

Now the Senator from Virginia wish
es to offer an amendment that really is 
questionable about whether it is legis
lating on appropriations. We just saw 
this amendment in the closing hours of 
the debate on the space station. I won
der if the Senator from Virginia could 
withhold his amendment, reserving his 
right to offer it later in the evening, 
and that in no way would preclude him, 
and have the Senator from New Jersey 
go ahead with his amendment, and the 
Senator from Virginia can discuss the 
matter with the Senator from Texas 
and myself. 

Mr. WARNER. I find that to be a very 
reasonable request, Mr. President, by 
the distinguished Senator from Mary
land, and I shall momentarily accede 
to it. I want to convenience the Senate 
and the managers in every way. 

I wonder if I might get the manager's 
attention to ask if this amendment 
could be considered following the 
amendment to be offered by the Sen
ator from New Jersey. I think within 
that space of time, I believe perhaps 
three quarters of an hour is to be de
voted to the amendment of the Senator 
from New Jersey. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Having discussed the 
schedule for the evening, it was the in
tention to move with the Bradley 
amendment and conclude this by 6:30 
or sooner, and move to the ASRM 
amendment, and we anticipated tak
ing-it was the minority leader's re
quest because of the extensive debate 
on ASRM, that it would allow the de
bate to go so that Senators could have 
a dinner break, and so on. Would the 
Senator consider following that rou
tine? 

Mr. WARNER. I ask that one other 
fact be taken into consideration. The 
Senator from Virginia requires only 5 
minutes. I would agree to 5 minutes for 
the Senator from Virginia, and what-

ever the time the managers would wish 
on the other side. I can state my case 
very quickly. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Reserving the right 
here of the ranking managing officer, 
it might require a rollcall vote. 

Mr. WARNER. I understand that it 
will in all probability. I am willing to 
indicate that it would be my desire to 
have a rollcall vote. But I would allow 
the managers to time that so as to con
venience the Senate and the managers, 
such as could be coupled with another 
vote at any time desirable to the man
agers. 

So we are talking about 5 minutes for 
the Senator from Virginia to present 
the amendment and the time required 
by the managers and others. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I would not preclude, 
that but we have been faithfully con
sul ting with the minority leader and 
majority leader. This would alter the 
course of events that we had outlined, 
and I really would need time, as a cour
tesy to both leaders, to see what their 
thoughts are on the subject. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I will 
accede to the wishes of the managers. I 
withdraw the unanimous-consent re
quest, and I judge from the spirit of 
this colloquy on this matter that the 
Senator from Maryland can be, as al
ways, very fair . 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I will be fair and in
sist upon the Senator's right to offer 
his amendment if he so in tends and 
wishes to do so. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pending 
amendment be laid aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 907 
(Purpose : To reduce the appropriation for Se

lective Service System salaries and ex
penses) 
Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. BRAD

LEY] for himself, Mr. HATFIELD, Mr. 
FEINGOLD, and Mrs. FEINSTEIN ' proposes an 
amendment numbered 907. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 71, line 21, strike " $25,000,000" and 

insert " $5,000,000". 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Will the distin
guished Senator from New Jersey yield 
for the propounding of a unanimous
consen t request? 

Mr. BRADLEY. Yes. 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there be a 
time limit of 30 minutes for debate on 
the Bradley amendment, with the time 
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equally divided and controlled in the 
usual form, with no intervening 
amendment in order prior to the dis
position of the Bradley amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Reserving the right 
to object for the purpose of asking the 
distinguished manager of the bill if 
that agreement has been cleared on 
this side of the aisle? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I believe it has. 
Mr. BRADLEY. I say to the distin

guished Senator that I talked to the 
Senator from Texas about that. 

Mr. COCHRAN. This is a 1-hour time 
agreement with 30 minutes on each 
side? 

Mr. WARNER. Further reserving the 
right to object, the Senator from Vir
ginia wishes to address this amend
ment for a period for not to exceed 7 
minutes. Am I assured that that time 
can be allocated in opposition to the 
amendment? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I was willing to have 
an hour. 

Mr. President, I am going to amend 
my unanimous-consent request and ask 
that there be no more than 1 hour of 
debate on the Bradley amendment, to 
be equally divided in the usual form, 
and that no other intervening amend
ment be in order prior to the disposi
tion of the Bradley amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I 
thank the chairman and the distin
guished ranking member. I think the 
time is sufficient, and it might not 
even take the amount of time allo
cated. 

Mr. President, on September 10, I 
came before the Senate with two prin
ciples by which to judge the value of 
Federal spending. First is that the 
spending provides something in the 
general interest and is essential to 
American public life, and if so, that the 
taxpayer funding is used in the most 
cost-effective way so that this specific 
public purpose can be met. 

We all gave a lot of speeches during 
the consideration of the budget. We all 
said we were going to cut the budget 
when we came back in September, and 
we were going to vote for more spend
ing reductions. We did not have enough 
spending reductions. So it was with 
that in mind, anticipating that there 
would be many more cut amend
ments-and in fact there have-that I 
laid out those two principles, that it 
would be in the general interest and 
that the taxpayer funding is used in 
only the most cost-effective way so 
that this specific public purpose can be 
met. 

At that time, I also promised to pro
pose amendments to cut spending that 
violate these principles. Today, the 
amendment before us is part of the ful
fillment of that promise to offer 
amendments that would cut spending if 
they did not meet those two principles. 

The amendment that is before the 
Senate now is to reduce funding for the 
Selective Service System by $20 mil
lion, from $25 to $5 million, with the in
tention that this money be used to ter
minate the system. 

Mr. President, the Selective Service 
System no longer provides something 
that is in the general interest and es
sential to American public life. The 
fact is the Selective Service System is 
a dinosaur in the post-Soviet world 
made obsolete by two welcome develop
ments: the creation of all-volunteer 
Armed Forces and the end of the Soviet 
threat. 

Our all-volunteer force is a remark
able success story backed by reserves 
that are capable of handling the types 
of conflict we are likely to see-the So
malias, the Bosnias, and, yes, the 
Desert Storms of the foreseeable fu
ture. 

Desert Storm proved that our volun
teer force backed by reserves can put a 
half million men on the ground and 
support them without resorting to con
scription. Indeed, Desert Storm also 
demonstrated that even were we to re
sort to conscription, our overloaded 
training facilities would be unprepared 
to handle the flow. 

At the end of Desert Storm, 6 months 
after mobilization, there was still a 
backlog of thousands of reservists 
awaiting training. Such reserves would 
have priority over any conscriptees 
flooding the system. Now that we have 
voted to close so many military bases, 
this problem of not having adequate 
training space would only get worse. 

The fact is, Mr. President, that we do 
not need a flood of draftees for any 
conflict we are likely to fight in the 
foreseeable future. I do not ask you to 
take my word on this. The Pentagon's 
own 1993-99 defense planning guidance 
scenario set found that only one of 
seven scenarios lasted long enough to 
require or allow for conscription. This 
was a scenario involving a reunified, 
rearmed Soviet Union with missiles 
airµed, as they were for 30 years, at the 
United States. Such a conflict is clear
ly not even on the horizon. Were this 
scenario to develop as much as we re
gret it, we would have a long lead time 
both to try to counteract the develop
ment by diplomatic and economic 
means and to develop a system to iden
tify our 18-year-olds without paying 
millions of dollars per year in the 
meantime. 

Indeed, this is what we have done in 
the past. The United States initiated 
registration in 1940, a year before the 
World War II draft became necessary. 
After the war, the Selective Service 
was disbanded and reconstituted in 1948 
when the cold war took hold. 

In this day, Mr. President, of drivers' 
licenses and Social Security records, I 
find it hard to believe we could not 
identify 18-year-olds in a cheaper and 
more timely manner than maintaining 
this system. 

The same is true for the Selective 
Service System's other main activity 
which is developing plans for health 
care personnel delivery system capable 
of providing the skilled heal th care 
personnel a mobilized forces would 
need. The other residual functions of 
the Selective Service training draft 
boards, maintaining records, planning 
for contingencies could be managed 
within the shutdown funding or would 
disappear entirely. 

Some may argue that $25 million per 
year is a cheap insurance policy in a 
dangerous world. I cannot agree. Twen
ty-five million dollars may seem a 
small figure to us in Congress who be
come use to talking in terms of billions 
and increasingly in terms of trillions. I 
do not think that spending $25 million 
per year just to come up with a list of 
18-year-old men is a good use of the 
money. 

Indeed, Mr. President, the Selective 
Service System is not even performing 
that task well. A November 1992 study 
by the U.S. Armed Forces Integration 
Agency uncovered severe overstaffing, 
poor morale, and overgrading in the 
work force. It found employees reading 
newspapers and magazines and freely 
admitting that they had no meaningful 
work to perform. As a result, the study 
recommended a cut of almost one-third 
of the work force. The study also found 
that work normally done by employees 
in grades 7, 9, 11, and 12 was being done 
by employees in grades 12, 13, 14, and 
15; in other words, higher paid workers 
doing lower skilled jobs. 

The study also found that workers 
were using technology that was badly 
out of date; for example, using a key
punch system to enter names. 

Mr. President, I guess it should not 
be a surprise then that the study also 
found that morale in the Selective 
Service System was extremely low. 
The Selective Service played an impor
tant role during the cold war, but the 
cold war is over and keeping this out
dated relic is a luxury that we should 
not afford. It is time to end Govern
ment by inertia, phase out the Selec
tive Service System. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain
der of my time. 

How much time remains? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator has 22 minutes and 14 seconds. 
Who yields time? 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, how 

much time do the opponents have? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty 

· minutes. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. I yield myself 5 min

utes and I understand on this side, Sen
ator THURMOND wishes to speak. 

Does the Senator from Mississippi 
wish to speak on this? 

Mr. COCHRAN. No. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, let 

me yield myself 5 minutes on the 
amendment. 

I rise in opposition to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from New 
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Jersey. I believe we need to maintain a 
viable Selective Service System, but I 
also believe that regardless of what one 
thinks about the future of this Selec
tive Service System, it should not be 
decided on the appropriations legisla
tion. It should be decided through an 
authorizing framework in which legis
lation is introduced to eliminate Selec
tive Service and which there would be 
a wide range of hearings on whether it 
should be continued, and we would con
sult with the Joint Chiefs, the Depart
ment of Defense, the appropriate 
Armed Services Committees and then 
come to a sound, sensible,· rational con
clusion based on ample debate on this 
and not coming in through the appro
priations process through a back door 
to defund it. 

Selective Service is highly ready and 
capable of placing the first draftees in 
military uniform within 13 days of 
being given the legal go ahead. If the 
entire Selective Service System is ter
minated, it would have to be rebuilt 
from scratch if ever needed again. Even 
in a crisis this would take at least a 
year or more. 

With today's 97-percent registration 
compliance rate, any future draft, if 
needed, would be the fairest and most 
equitable in history. Experience shows 
that the public will not long tolerate 
the draft if it believes it to be unfair. 

Today, young men are saying reg
istration is no big deal. They consider 
it a civic responsibility and for some, 
in many families, a rite of passage. 

Decisions regarding the future of Se
lective Service are national security 
policy decisions. Any major changes 
should not be made exclusive through 
the appropriations process, and the 
only reason it is on VA-HUD and not 
on Armed Services is that it is an inde
pendent agency. The Army, the service 
which utilizes 90 percent of all men 
drafted from 1948 until the draft ended 
in 1973, is vehemently-vehemently
opposed to any change in the status 
quo for Selective Service particularly 
through this arbitrary back door way 
of doing it. The Joint Staff and the 
other military chiefs support it as well. 
And virtually all national patriotic and 
veterans' associations have rec
ommended the Selective Service be re
tained. 

The lasting impression made by 
every man by the act of registering 
creates a better climate for the mili
tary recruiter-an important consider
ation. It also says that in this country 
you have certain obligations. For every 
opportunity, there is an obligation. For 
every right there is a responsibility. 
And registration to serve your country 
through military service in the event 
of a cataclysmic situation where the 
President would return to the draft is 
one of those rights. 

The Selective Service is in the proc
ess of making internal management 
changes to reduce personnel and in-

crease operating efficiencies, and I 
must tell you they need it, they really 
do need to step up to the new world 
order. But I believe they will. 

And also we have asked the respec
tive authorizing committees in Armed 
Services to review this and make a rec
ommendation to the U.S. Congress for 
next year. 

But with the 11,000 community vol
unteers and the small full-time staff, 
the agency makes available enormous 
emergency capability for a relatively 
small annual budget. DOD, as I said, 
would be looking into it, and I really, 
though I respect the Senator from New 
Jersey tremendously and know his con
cern about waste and his desire to 
eliminate unneeded Government agen
cies, this is not like the tea-tasting 
commission, Mr. President. We do not 
have to drink tea. If you are 18-years
old, you are a male in the United 
States of America, and you are a citi
zen, you have to register. 

If you want to change that, then let 
us do it through the authorizing com
mittee. Do not do it through the Ap
propriations Committee. 

The honor, the integrity, the history, 
and the tradition of the Selective Serv
ice would deserve no less than at least 
a fair hearing and ample debate. 

Mr. President, that concludes my ar-
gument thus far. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from 
South Carolina. 

Who yields time to the Senator? 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Is the Senator from 

South Carolina a proponent or oppo
nent of the amendment? 

Mr. THURMOND. I am in favor of the 
Selective Service System. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Then I am the per
son to yield you time, and I would be 
delighted to yield to the Senator from 
South Carolina 10 minutes. 

Mr. THURMOND. I thank the Sen
ator. 

Mr. President, in the fall of 1940, as 
the war clouds rumbled across the 
globe, President Roosevelt signed the 
Selective Service and Training Act. 
Today, we are fortunate to no longer 
need a draft; however, the Selective 
Service System still provides the Na
tion with an inexpensive national de
fense insurance policy. 

The registration system managed by 
the Selective Service is an unqualified 
success. Nearly 99 percent of the Na
tion's draft eligible men, ages 20 
through 25, are registered. Addition
ally, because of the agency's ongoing 
program and continuous mobilization 
planning, the system is ready to re
sume a draft at a moments notice, 
should the Congress and the President 
decide that conscription is needed in an 
emergency. 

While the peacetime registration pro
gram is an important and highly visi-

ble part of the Selective Service Agen
cy's mission, its primary mission is 
mobilization readiness. At present, Se
lective Service is capable of placing the 
first draftees in uniform within 13 days 
of being given legal authorization. The 
high compliance afforded by peacetime 
registration guarantees that any fu
ture draft, if needed, would be the fair
est and most equitable in history. 

Mr. President, the Selective Service 
provides another, less visible service; it 
reminds our youth of their obligation 
of citizenship. As the Nation's young 
men attain the age of 18, they gain the 
greatest privilege of citizenship, the 
vote. At the same time, they register 
with the Selective Service, a reminder 
that their right to vote was gained 
through the sacrifices of others. Reg
istration is a responsibility they 
should undertake with pride and one 
that brings them over the threshold of 
manhood. 

Mr. President, the administration 
recommended $30 million for the Selec
tive Service. The Appropriations Com
mittee provided $25 million. Senator 
BRADLEY now wants to cut that to $5 
million, which is unreasonable. If the 
Senate agrees to the Bradley amend
ment it would be a travesty. The Selec
tive Service provides an enormous 
emergency capability for a relatively 
small, annual budget. For over 50 
years, it has provided critical functions 
in the areas of peacetime draft reg
istration, mobilization and, most re
cently, a health care personnel delivery 
system. Since it is impossible to fore
cast the military challenges which lie 
ahead and the Nation is drastically re
ducing the size of its military services, 
it is imperative that we maintain the 
capabilities of the Selective Service 
System. 

Mr. President, we all hope and pray 
that our Nation is never again involved 
in a crisis of such magnitude that a 
draft becomes necessary. However, we 
must maintain the capability of mobi
lizing America's manpower should it be 
needed. The Selective Service System 
provides that capability, a hedge 
against the unknown. 

Mr. President, I urge my Senate col
leagues to vigorously oppose any at
tempt to eliminate the Selective Serv
ice System. It is our Nation's insur
ance policy for future mobilization, 
and like any insurance policy. if we 
want the benefit, we must pay the bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an article on the Selective 
Service System written by retired Gen. 
Maxwell Thurman, the former Vice 
Chief of Staff of the Army and com
mander in chief of the Southern Com
mand, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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[From the Washington Post, Aug. 31, 1993) 

SA VE SELECTIVE SERVICE 

(By Maxwell R. Thurman) 
The House of Representatives took a giant 

step backward in its constitutional obliga
tion to " provide for the common defense." 
Fortunately for the nation, the Senate has 
an opportunity to set matters right. 

In late June, the House voted to cut $24 
million from the 1994 budget of the Selective 
Service System, leaving $5 million to shut 
down the agency. 

An amendment to the Veterans Adminis
tration, Housing and Urban Development 
and Independent Agencies Appropriations 
Bill would have restored $20 million, but was 
defeated by five votes. 

Although an Aug. 17 story on the Federal 
Page of The Washington Post practically 
celebrated the House action, there are two 
overreaching reasons why the Senate should 
restore the money. 

First, Selective Service is needed to under
gird the national military strategy review 
now underway in the Clinton administration. 

Second, and more important, it is consist
ent with the ideal of selfless service to our 
great nation. 

What is clear- even though Defense Sec
retary Les Aspin has not completed his "bot
tom up" review of strategy-is that the size 
of the nation's military will continue to 
shrink. 

An educated guess would be that 11 air
craft carriers, 20 tactical fighter wings and 
10 Army divisions-rounded out by reserve 
component units-will be preserved. 

This means fewer forces in being-active, 
reserve or National Guard. The impact of 
these cuts on future national security occurs 
this way . With fewer forces, the pool of sol
diers who have completed their military 
service but are obligated for recall in an 
emergency will shrink. And the question 
might be: So what? 

The Persian Gulf War illustrates the point. 
If Iraq's Saddam Hussein had used his chemi
cal weapons or effectively massed his Scud 
missiles, American and coalition force cas
ual ties would have been dramatically higher. 

These men and women, who had completed 
their active service, were available for duty 
in the Persian Gulf as replacements if there 
had been large-scale casualties. 

Thank God, we didn 't need them. 
The smaller the structure, the less room 

we have for error in force calculations. 
Weapons of advanced technology and mass 
destruction are available to third-, fourth
and even fifth-rate armies. We know that 
nine countries are now capable of delivering 
nuclear warheads. That number is expected 
to rise to 25 by the year 2000. 

A functioning Selective Service is an im
portant backstop should our forces suffer un
expected casualties in a future conflict. The 
ability to rapidly call young men to duty for 
training could, indeed, deter wrong-headed 
despots from using weapons of mass destruc
tion against our forces . 

Could we expand our military in times of 
crisis without Selective Service or peacetime 
registration? 

Today, with the agency fully funded and 
with peacetime registration, the first draftee 
could be serving in uniform within 13 days of 
authorization to return to a draft. If peace
time registration ends and all other ele
ments of Selective Service remain in place, 
then the first draftee could be serving in uni
form in 42 days. If the entire agency and all 
its programs are terminated, it could take a 
year or more to get the draft going again. 

Selective Service would have to be re
invented, and all of this would take valuable 

time-something not always available in a 
crisis. 

The second reason to keep the Selective 
Service registration is grounded in full citi
zenship. 

At 18, young men now register to vote. 
With the right to vote comes a larger respon
sibility to serve the republic. Enrollment in 
Selective Service is one of those responsibil
ities, but it 's a vitally important one-to 
rally to the national defense if necessary. 

Ninety-seven percent of America's young 
men comply with the registration law. 

On Aug. 12, 1941, less than four months be
fore Pearl Harbor, the House of Representa
tives voted to extend the draft by a single 
vote . I hope this Congress has similar cour
age and farsightedness. 

Vote to keep the Selective Service System. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I 

yield to the distinguished Senator from 
Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How 
much time is yielded? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I yield 5 minutes to 
the Sena tor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Vir
ginia for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, our dis
tinguished Republican leader addressed 
the Senate today in the context of a 
wire report we received about the wors
ening instability in the Soviet Union, 
the former Soviet Union in Russia. 

There are further reports of a possi
bility-and it is not confirmed-of an 
airplane being shot down, a Russian 
airplane over Georgia. I cannot confirm 
that. 

But it is that type of report that de
scends on the United States at this un
expected hour which justifies, in my 
judgment, the continuation of the Se
lective Service. 

I remember so well the summer of 
1950. I had just finished my first year of 
law school. I was happily expecting to 
go on to the second year when, out of 
the blue, North Korea went over the 
border and into South Korea. And, in 
the summer of 1950, very quickly, my 
Reserve unit was called up, and I and 
others volunteered to go on active 
duty. I remember it vividly, just as if it 
were yesterday. 

Those types of things happen. And, 
fortunately, we had in place a draft. 
Fortunately, there were sufficient re
serves to come in and augment the 
Regular forces at that critical point in 
our history. Therefore, I think it is a 
very modest expenditure to keep an 
important insurance policy in this Na
tion. 

Furthermore, I have had the mar
velous privilege and honor to raise a 
son and work with his generation. And 
while his generation is a year or two 
beyond really the callup age at this 
time, I watched those youngsters grow 
and I watched them tolerate my stories 
about World War II and Korea. And 
while they are somewhat contemp
tuous of the Selective Service, down 

deep in the hearts of that younger gen
eration is a feeling that, if necessary, 
they will respond, will respond in the 
time of need in the same manner as our 
fathers and our grandfathers and our 
great grandfathers. 

I think when a young person reg
isters, that young person says, "I stand 
for America. I stand to help America if 
our freedom is ever challenged.'' 

Everything we are doing today, like 
the health bill, is directed toward indi
vidual Americans accepting more re
sponsibility for the future of this coun
try. I commended Mrs. Clinton yester
day when she came before many of us 
here in the Senate and the House and 
talked about the health bill. But the 
theme underlying the administration 
approach, as it should be, and the 
theme underlying the Republican bill 
introduced by our distinguished col
league from Rhode Island, is more re
sponsibility on the individual to care 
for himself or herself and to accept the 
burden associated with additional 
health care, not only for themselves 
but for others. That is a burden of re
sponsibility as a citizen. That is the 
very essence of Selective Service. 
Stand up and be counted. You are 
ready to serve your country in time of 
need. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? The Senator from New 
Jersey. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I yield 10 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from Oregon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
a tor from Oregon is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, the 
Sena tor from New Jersey has intro
duced a welcome amendment and I 
commend him for taking this action. 
Knowing Senator BRADLEY'S commit
ment to the wise use of scarce Federal 
resources, I think that the Senate 
should take seriously his comments 
that the Selective Service System, 
which registers young men for the 
draft, is outdated and a waste of tax
payer money. 

I rise today in support of this amend
ment. 

Mr. President, since 1980 we have 
thrown away at least $20 million a year 
on this program. During the House de
bate this past June, some supporters of 
Selective Service claimed that the pro
gram was a relative inexpensive way to 
ensure that our Armed Forces were 
never vulnerable to the lack of man
power. I have to ask, relative cheap to 
what? What Federal program-except 
perhaps defense program&--does not go 
wanting for additional resources. Could 
this Senate not find a better way to 
spend $28 million a year? On health 
care? On student loans? On disaster re
lief for the Midwest? 

It seems to me that Selective Service 
is about as valuable as tidal wave in
surance in Iowa. 
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Every decision Congress makes rep

resents a choice. In this era of high 
budget deficits, we do not have the lux
ury of funding programs which have no 
mission and, according to auditing re
ports, function rather haplessly. 

This program is intended to provide 
100,000 inductees 28 days after mobiliza
tion. Desert Storm showed us that such 
a rapid influx of inductees was not nec
essary. And DOD war simulations ap
parently do not call for a draft unless 
the Soviet Union is miraculously re
composed and rearmed. I don't think 
anyone here expects that to happen nor 
do I believe that the Selective Service 
System is a deterrent to such an occur
rence. If someday we do face such an 
ominous threat I have full confidence 
that Congress, the President, and the 
military leadership will revisit the 
need for registration. 

But we do not face such threats now. 
Military pay and benefits have been en
hanced to ensure that we recruit some 
of our Nation's best and brightest 
young people for each branch of the 
armed services. Our Reserves are given 
the tools and training necessary to be 
the vital backup to our Active Duty 
Forces. 

Absent a need for 100,000 inductees, 
spending this money every year is not 
good stewardship. The Selective Serv
ice System is so riddled with problems 
that the Appropriations Committee it
self, in its report issued only a few days 
ago, questions its ability to do its job 
adequately and efficiently. The report 
reads: 

If the Selective Service System is to 
continue * * * the Committee believes that 
the Agency must change, and change dra
matically. The Committee has been dis
turbed by repeated reports that the Agency 
is overstaffed, suffers from widespread poor 
morale among its employees, and seemingly 
has little self-discipline to correct its own 
internal problems. 

These are the words of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee, describing 
the program being def ended by oppo
nents of the pending amendment. 

In light of these mission and mis
management issues, the argument that 
the Senate should not make this deci
sion today falls flat with me. Since 
1948, when the system was first set up, 
decisions on draft registration have 
been made in the context of either Ex
ecutive orders or appropriations bills. 
President Ford ended draft registration 
in 1975. President Carter decided to re
start registration in 1980 and it was the 
Appropriations Committees which im
plemented the new program by approv
ing funding. So don't let the smoke
screen fool you: Congress has every 
right and every responsibility to make 
decisions on this and every issue which 
costs precious dollars. Many millions 
of dollars. 

I believe that this amendment can be 
successfully defended and promoted on 
a fiscal responsibility platform. The 
Selective Service System is an expen-

sive program which has no relevant 
value to our military readiness. It is as 
simple as that. 

But the debate, I believe, can and 
should go much deeper. For we have 
not been promoting draft registration 
for the purposes of military readiness. 
Siilce 1980 draft registration has been a 
symbol rather than a tool. President 
Carter made it clear that he was rein
stating registration as a warning to 
the Soviet Union. He described the 
draft as a further demonstration of our 
resolve as a nation. I suspect that this 
is why many veterans groups support 
the continuation of registration and I 
do not question their sincere interest
which is also ours-in keeping America 
safe and strong. 

But I believe we should not equate 
symbolism with strength any more 
than we should link forced registration 
with patriotism. I have great con
fidence in the American people and 
their commitment to the security of 
the Nation. If that security is imme
diately threatened, we will respond. 
After the attack on Pearl Harbor, over 
300,000 men volunteered for service. I 
do not doubt that such a response 
would occur again if the need arose. 

And yet compulsory military service 
goes against the very foundation of our 
Nation. Families and individuals fled 
Europe to escape tyranny. Our system 
of government does not give 
warmaking authority solely to the Ex
ecutive, to ensure that any military 
action not in response to a direct 
threat to our Nation has the support of 
the American people. 

Compulsory military service not only 
threatens individual liberty. It also 
violates the right of conscience for 
those who are opposed religiously or 
morally to war. To one who has fought 
consistently for the rights of sincere 
conscientious objectors, it is a great 
irony that such a burden has been in
flicted upon conscientious objectors by 
draft registration. 

Some argue that the Selective Serv
ice System is a painless, cheap, and ef
ficient program. For young men who 
seek to declare themselves conscien
tious objectors it is none of the above. 
Those who feel they cannot register for 
moral or religious reasons find them
selves facing up to 5 years in prison 
and up to $250,000 in fines. 

Mr. President, we have the informa
tion and the reasons to terminate Se
lective Service: We know that con
scientious objectors are faced with a 
burdensome and possibly punitive proc
ess. We know that the System is poorly 
managed and wasteful. And we know 
that no foreseeable threat requires the 
continuous collection of the names and 
addresses of our Nation's 18-year-old 
young men. 

Mr. President, I would like to make a 
few additional comments. As a former 
military adviser to a university in the
time of the Korean war when we had 

the so-called Selective Service Act in 
place and were recruiting young people 
to fight in that war, I want to empha
size, it should have been called the dis
criminatory service act. Because that 
is exactly what the word selective 
means. It has al ways been discrimina
tory. 

If you could qualify for college you 
had an exemption. That was the kind 
of discrimination that this whole act 
has represented. It is the most odious 
form of recruitment ever known to the 
Western World, and why our ancestors 
came from Europe. They came to es
cape the kind of conscripted armies the 
kings and dictators of Europe em
ployed over centuries. 

We go back to the Civil War and find 
the reaction against the draft, because 
that was so un-American. When Presi
dent Lincoln adopted the Selective 
Service Act, riots broke out in the big 
cities of the North, the so-called liberal 
North. 

Further, as far as this business of an 
insurance policy, that is a specious ar
gument. In no way does a national 
emergency use a Selective Service Act 
to guarantee the manpower and the 
womanpower necessary to pursue mili
tary action, because you have to train 
them. You do not throw raw recruits 
into the front lines or into battle. You 
have a long delay. It is not an emer
gency measure. It is not an insurance 
policy in that sense. 

Our insurance is the Reserves and the 
National Guard of this country. That is 
the reserve. That is the insurance pol
icy for military requirements. 

When we had the Persian Gulf war, 
some of the first people into battle 
were the National Guard troops of the 
United States. When I listen to the pro
posals to reconfigure the military 
today, I am jealously guarding the role 
of the National Guard. We must main
tain the citizen Army. That is the way 
the American tradition is. Not an odi
ous draft, which is involuntary ser
vitude. 

I was down at the White House today 
for the signing of the National Service 
Act. And the President of the United 
States and all those who spoke referred 
to the fact that our young people are 
willing and anxious to move into serv
ice to our Nation. As a veteran of 
World War II, and not as a draftee, as 
an enlistee in World War II, I was one 
of millions of young Americans re
sponding to our country's call. 

Further, if it had not been for the Se
lective Service Act we would not have 
had the longevity of the Vietnam war. 
Why did the war that was never de
clared by Congress last so long? Be
cause the Presidents, from President 
Kennedy to President Johnson and 
President Nixon, had an unlimited sup
ply of manpower and womanpower to 
throw into that war. This is another 
check and balance on the war powers of 
the President under our Constitution. 
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In no way in my view does a Selec

tive Service play a legitimate role in 
the defense of this country in peace
time or in the beginnings of wartime, 
because we rely upon the Reserves and 
the National Guard for those emer
gencies in the beginnings of any war. If 
there is going to be longevity then the 
Selective Service may have to, espe
cially in an unpopular war, recruit peo
ple by this kind of mandatory service. 

I cannot emphasize too strongly the 
discriminatory character of this pro
gram and the need to end .it now. This 
present status was a result of our ef
forts earlier in the Congresses years 
ago to end the Selective Service Act. 
They persuaded the majority of the 
Senate and the House to sustain it on 
this modified restricted basis. This is 
the time to call a halt. This is the time 
to save that money and get rid of this 
blot on our public record of having the 
kind of involuntary servitude require
ments continued on the books. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

FEINSTEIN). Who yields time? The Sen
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Madam President, 
the eloquence of the distinguished Sen
ator from Oregon, as usual, puts the 
point directly to the Senate. Do we 
need the Selective Service System? 
The answer is no. The world has 
changed. The world has changed. The 
pages of history have turned. We no 
longer are facing a monolithic, ideo
logically hostile, heavily armed, nu
clear-tipped Soviet empire whose mis
siles are aimed directly at us. That is 
no longer the threat. 

The issue is do we need to have the 
right, do we need to have the ability, 
do we need to have a Selective Service 
System in place that does nothing but 
keep a list of 18-year-olds? 

We have an active duty force of 1.5 
million. We have a reserve force of 1.1 
million. 

The point was made, the Selective 
Service System says they can deliver 
100,000 draftees, if that event ever oc
curred, in 28 days. But how would they 
be trained? We could not even train the 
reservists that were called up for 
Desert Storm. 

The issue really gets back to, do we 
want to spend $20 million maintaining 
a list of 18-year-olds? Could we do it in 
a cheaper way? Could we do it with a 
little lead time? If things began to de
teriorate dramatically in the Soviet 
Union, could we reinstitute? The an
swer to all those questions is yes. Yes. 
We could. But inertia carries us for
ward, inertia that we need to pay $20 
million to have people performing their 
job who the report that was issued by 
the Army Integration Agency Study 
Team says, "had no meaningful work 
to perform." 

Do we need to spend $20 million? Or 
should we spend the $20 million? 

Mr. BENNETT. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. BRADLEY. I will be pleased to 
yield to the distinguished Senator from 
Utah, for whom I have the greatest re
spect, as he shares with me one of the 
unique attributes-of being a tall per
son. 

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the Senator. 
I come to this issue without baggage of 
any previous knowledge so I would ap
preciate it if the Senator could en
lighten me. Let us assume that we 
agree to the amendment of the Senator 
and then at some time some threat 
arises. Does the Senator have any idea 
how long it might take, or how much 
money it might cost, to reconstitute 
something along the line of the Selec
tive Service System 4 or 5 years from 
now if that should be required? 

Mr. BRADLEY. A list of 18-year-olds 
can be compiled very quickly from 
drivers' licenses and Social Security 
records. They ought to be computerized 
in States across this country. How long 
would that take? It depends on the ur
gency of the moment. It is not a prob
lem physically impossible to accom
plish in very short order. 

Mr. BENNETT. Would the Senator 
assume that it can be accomplished for 
something less than $20 million? 

Mr. BRADLEY. I do. 
Mr. BENNETT. Madam President, if I 

might be allowed to comment, I at
tended a briefing by Colin Powell, the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, in which 
we were talking about various military 
matters. He pointed out to us the 
changing nature of the world in a very 
dramatic fashion. He said: 

For most of my years as Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs, I had to assume that the plan
ning time to respond to a threat was 14 days. 
The military experts told us it would take 14 
days for the Soviets to mobilize and move 
through the folded gap into some kind of at
tack on Europe . 

At the present time, he says our 
threat assessments are based on the as
sumption of 31/2 years. That is how 
much the threat has changed, from 14 
days of prior notice to 3112 years of 
prior notice. I find, as I listen to the 
debate, I am somewhat persuaded that 
in 3112 years, we would save approxi
mately $90 million. We could probably 
buy a pretty good list at the end of 31/2 
years for somewhat less than that. 

Does the Senator agree with that as
sessment? 

Mr. BRADLEY. Madam President, I 
would certainly agree with that. 

Let me say to my distinguished 
friend as to the prospect of having to 
fight a land war in Europe against a 
monolithic Soviet military, a ground 
war would not be something that would 
hit us overnight. As you know, the 
Russian forces are pulling out of Ger
many. That will be completed next 
year. They are pulling out of Lithua
nia; they are pulling out of Poland. 

They are pulling out of where they 
were deployed, in which they rep
resented a threat. That no longer ex-

ists. If there were internal changes suf
ficient to bring this about, we would 
have plenty of lead time. 

We are going to have a bumpy road. 
It is going to be an uncertain road as 
to what happens in Russia. Every time 
there is a development, our response is, 
"Well, we have to prepare for the So
viet Union circa 1979." I think that we 
would be making a serious mistake. 

The point is $20 million. Do we want 
to save $20 million, or do we not want 
to save $20 million? You get a list of 18-
year-olds, and that is it. 

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the Senator 
both for his amendment and for his ex
planation. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I thank the distin
guished Senator for his comments. I 
think he is very correct in pointing out 
that this would save a considerable 
amount of money, and we should save 
it now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. As the manager on 
the opposing side, I yield to the Armed 
Services Committee chairman 5 min
utes. 

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I 
thank the Senator from Maryland. 

Back in 1980, I led the effort in Con
gress to reinstate the registration. The 
world environment was very different 
back then. We faced a numerically su
perior Warsaw Pact in Central Europe. 
Our contingency plans called for the 
United States and our allies to be pre
pared to fight a very large land war 
against the Warsaw Pact with warning 
time that was very limited and re
sponse time that was very limited. We 
were debating whether it was a matter 
of a couple of weeks or just a few days. 

For example, we had plans at that 
time to have 10 divisions on the ground 
in Europe ready to fight within 10 days 
of the decision to mobilize. Under those 
circumstances, obviously, we had to 
have a mobilization capability that 
would allow us to increase the size of 
our military forces very rapidly. That 
meant maintaining a training base in 
the Defense Department to accept and 
train large numbers of inductees in the 
event of mobilization. It also meant 
that we needed a Selective Service Sys
tem that could provide large numbers 
of inductees to this training base 
shortly after the decision to mobilize. 

Before the reinstitution of registra
tion in 1980-and that was under the 
Carter administration, as I recall-it 
would have taken the Selective Service 
System at least 6 months to deliver 
any inductees to the military training 
base. In other words, that is when the 
first ones would arrive, and it would 
take even longer to deliver large num
bers of inductees. Under most of the 
planning scenarios at that time, we 
were to face severe and probably crip
pling shortages of manpower in our 
military forces by the time the mili
tary training base could respond with 
trained inductees. 
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Reinstituting registration corrected 

this very serious shortfall in our mili
tary mobilization capability by allow
ing Selective Service to deliver our 
first inductees to the military services 
13 days after mobilization, and 100,000 
inductees within 30 days of mobiliza
tion. 

There is a different situation today, 
and the Senator from New Jersey 
makes that point and makes it strong
ly. There is no huge Warsaw Pact army 
threatening the NATO Alliance on the 
ground in Central Europe. Warning 
time for large conventional war in Eu
rope is currently measured in years, 
not in days or a few weeks. 

Last year, our committee anticipated 
that the requirement to continue reg
istration should be reviewed. In last 
year's defense authorization bill, we di
rected the Secretary of Defense to sub
mit a report to the President by April 
30, 1993, concerning whether we had a 
continued requirement for registration 
under the Selective Service System. 
This provision also required the Presi
dent to follow that report with any rec
ommendations to the Congress by May 
31 of this year. 

Unfortunately, and particularly un
fortunately because we are having to 
debate this today, the Defense Depart
ment has not met this reporting re
quirement. They have not sent their 
report to the President. We do not have 
the President's recommendations. 

Before Congress makes a final deci
sion on terminating or continuing reg
istration, I think we ought to hear di
rectly from the senior military and ci
vilian officials of the Defense Depart
ment on this question, particularly 
since we have just had the Defense De
partment under the new administra
tion complete a bottom-up review 
which changes the scenario by which 
we posture our force requirements. 
There are a lot of questions that have 
to be answered. 

My main objection to this amend
ment is that it is premature until we 
hear from these people who are in 
charge of making these kinds of de
tailed plans. It may be the Senator 
from New Jersey is correct. It may be 
we do not need registration, but there 
are some key questions I think need 
answering. 

First of all, with the disintegration 
of the Warsaw Pact and the increased 
warning time of any likely large-scale 
land war requiring mobilization, do we 
need to continue registration? That is 
the Senator's question, and he asserts 
that we do not. 

He may be correct on that particular 
question. But Secretary Aspin's re
cently completed bottom-up review 
bases our force levels, our future force 
levels, on the requirement to respond 
to two major regional contingencies 
occurring nearly simultaneously; 
something like a Persian Gulf-Iraq war 
and something like a Korean war; or 

even some other conflict, for instance, 
something in Yugoslavia or other 
places. Would we have to reinstate Se
lective Service in order to fight and 
win two simultaneous major regional 
contingencies? 

I note that the House Appropriations 
Committee, in their report-and that 
was done before the bottom-up re
view-basically said, and if I have a 
copy of that quote, I think it is very 
relevant-quoting from that report, 
and I believe this is a direct quote: 

Desert Storm was the largest mobilization 
of U.S. forces since Vietnam, and it was done 
without using the Selective Service System. 
In the post-cold war environment, there are 
no credible threats that could require mobi
lization of U.S. forces larger than Desert 
Storm. 

Madam President, could I have 2 
more minutes? 

Mr. GRAMM. I yield the distin
guished Senator from Georgia 2 more 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is recognized for 2 more minutes. 

Mr. NUNN. Madam President, I 
thank the Senator from Texas. 

Madam President, the premise on 
which the House took this action is a 
flat-out contradiction of everything 
they found in the bottom-up review. 
Our whole force posture is based on two 
simultaneous regional conflicts. The 
House took this action, the House Ap
propriations Committee, based on 
nothing more serious than the Persian 
Gulf conflict. So, I think we need to 
get some more answers to the ques
tions. 

Do we need to have registration? We 
have not yet decided how many forces 
we are going to deploy, if any, if there 
is a peace agreement in Bosnia. The 
President has indicated somewhere in 
the 20,000-25,000 range. Well, people 
say, that is not many. But you have to 
have a rotational base. You probably 
have to have at least 50,000 to 100,000 
troops in order to keep 25,000 deployed. 

If there is a Middle East settlement 
between Israel and Syria-we have al
ready heard the Secretary of State talk 
about U.S. forces being part of a U.N. 
contingency operation there-I do not 
know how many would be there. But we 
are talking about large numbers of 
troops being deployed in positions from 
which they will not be able to be 
moved in any kind of conflict. We have 
to take that into account. 

Do the relatively modest costs of 
maintaining the Selective Service Sys
tem at current levels of readiness out
weigh the risks to our national secu
rity of putting the system in deep 
standby? 

Madam President, in effect, this is an 
insurance policy. It is a more remote 
policy than we had before. Five years 
ago there was a much more likely set 
of circumstances under which we need
ed this. 

The real question is, Is the risk so re
mote that we no longer need to spend 

the money? I, for one, am not com
fortable in making that judgment on 
the floor today. I know the Senator 
from New Jersey has made his argu
ments. He made some valid arguments, 
some with which I will take issue. But 
I believe we would be much better 
served, particularly since this is al
ready in, I believe, the House appro
priations bill, to leave this provision 
like it is in the Senate, to move on to 
conference, and to demand that the ad
ministration give us answers to these 
key questions. 

The Senator from New Jersey is cor
rect. These questions need to be an
swered. We cannot justify even the rel
atively small amount, considering the 
overall Defense budget, of $20 million a 
year unless there is a case made for it. 
That case has not been made, but I be
lieve it is premature to simply abolish 
the whole system at this juncture. So, 
I would vote at this stage against the 
Bradley amendment. 

I thank the Chair for being patient. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. BRADLEY. Madam President, 

how much time remains on the side of 
the proponents? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
remaining is 9 minutes 53 seconds. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. And on the oppo
nents' side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the 
opponents' side, 6 minutes 46 seconds. 

Mr. BRADLEY. While the distin
guished Senator from Georgia is in the 
Chamber, I would like to confirm with 
him on the bottom-up review, what did 
the bottom-up review say about con
scription, if anything? It is my under
standing that there was not a large 
section of the bottom-up review that 
even dealt with the issue of conscrip
tion. 

Mr. NUNN. The Senator is correct. 
As I mentioned, the report that was 
due on this subject in April has not yet 
been delivered. I can understand that 
because they probably wanted to con
duct the bottom-up review first. But I 
think there are a whole set of ques
tions that flow out of that analysis di
rectly relating to this question that we 
need answers for that we do not now 
have. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I thank the Senator. 
I would like to yield 3 minutes to the 
distinguished Senator from Utah. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Utah is recognized for 3 min
utes. 

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the Chair. 
As I said in my colloquy, I come to 

this issue with no background and am 
trying to learn about it on the floor. 

My reaction to the things I have 
heard in this Chamber is that we might 
be wen disposed, in spite of the com
ments made by the chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee, to pass the 
amendment of the Senator from New 
Jersey because it would seem to me 
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that the Selective Service System 
being kept in place-and I would be 
happy to have the distinguished chair
man correct me if I am wrong-runs 
the risk of being somewhat archaic, 
coming out of the experience of the 
Second World War. I was called up 
under this system, and it may well be 
that if, indeed, we have need of a list of 
18-year-olds, with modern computer 
technology, it can be compiled much 
more rapidly and much more intel
ligently with the new system created 
when the threat arises rather than 
maintaining $20 million a year in the 
present circumstance. 

I just have trouble with this. I do not 
feel very strongly one way or the 
other. But as I listened to the argu
ments, it seems to me to make sense to 
terminate what we have now and if, in
deed, the Secretary of Defense comes 
along and says, no, we need some kind 
of system to keep a list of 18-year-olds, 
let the Secretary give us a rec
ommendation for a system based on to
day's technology and the computer 
lists that are available in the various 
States for drivers' licenses, et cetera, 
so that we could move more quickly 
and more efficiently in a new cir
cumstance. 

I would be happy, Madam President, 
to be enlightened on that issue by any 
of the Senators on the floor. 

Mr. NUNN. If the Senator is posing 
that to me, I would say that he makes 
good points. Those are good questions. 
The problem with this amendment at 
this time is, if it goes in this bill now, 
it will . not even be a conferenceable 
item, so there will not be any reason to 
hear from the Department of Defense. 
This system will be abolished unless 
the President vetoes the bill. And if the 
President vetoes the bill, it will prob
ably be for other reasons. So I have a 
hard time saying we are ready to make 
this kind of decision. Maybe the Sen
a tor from New Jersey is, but I am not 
ready to make this decision. 

For instance, it is entirely possible 
with new computer technology that we 
could alleviate the burden of 18-year
olds having to register but keep the 
computer capability so that we keep 
updated files of addresses. And there 
may be a way to do that even through 
a drivers' license system or some other 
system which would be less expensive 
and less burdensome, al though I do not 
think this is a large burden on 18-year
olds. So I would say to the Senator 
that that is one of the options. 

But the problem of starting over on 
Selective Service is not possible politi
cally. If this system is abolished now, 
believe me, no matter what system 
anybody comes up with, there will not 
be a substitute. You will see protests 
all over the country. Right now, no
body in the 18-year-old category has 
even written me saying this is a bur
den. 

One virtue of this system is that it 
lets young people know that there are 

contingencies under which they might 
have to serve this country. In a period 
of time when we have alleviated the 
draft for young people, when there is 
no real burden, most young people-
particularly upper middle-class young 
people, high economic groups-are not 
even serving in the military unless it is 
as officers. Our enlisted corps is in
creasingly made up of people in middle 
and lower economic groups. And I com
mend them for serving, but I think 
there is an argument that should be 
made that there ought to be, at least in 
the minds particularly of our more 
prosperous young people who are not 
interested in the military these days, 
some kind of contingent liability for 
service to the country. I am simply 
saying let us take our time on this and 
know what we are doing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Utah has expired. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Madam President, 
how much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four 
minutes 34 seconds on the Senator's 
side and 6 minutes 46 seconds on the 
other side. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Madam President, I 
would again like to remind the Senate 
for what this money is being spent. It 
is being spent for an agency, the pur
pose of which is outdated, in my view. 
As I heard the remarks of the distin
guished Senator from Georgia, his lips 
were saying, no, no, not now, but I 
think his eyes were twinkling and say
ing, yes, maybe in the future. Time 
will tell. But I know what is happening 
to that money now. A U.S. Army Inte
gration Agency study in November 1992 
found: 

The extent of the overstaffing existed to 
the point that on several occasions employ
ees of the agency informed members of the 
study team that they had no meaningful 
work to do. 

Employees who were at grades 12, 13, 
and 14 were doing work that should 
have been done by 7, 9, and 11 grades. 
This is a waste of taxpayer money 
being expended against a ghost possi
bility. You could achieve the same list 
of 18-year-olds in a more modern, effi
cient way by using driver's licenses and 
Social Security. This is a new world. 

We have all made speeches about cut
ting the budget. This is the perfect ex
ample of an agency that has outlived 
its purpose. How many times have you 
had town meetings where you said, "I 
want to cut the budget." Somebody 
says, "Well, did you ever eliminate 
anything, Senator? Did you ever elimi
nate a program, Senator?" Some peo
ple say yes. Most people say no. 

This is your chance to eliminate a 
program, the Selective Service System. 
It should be eliminated. This amend
ment will eliminate it. And I hope we 
get a majority vote to eliminate it. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, I 
yield myself such time as necessary of 
the remaining time. 

Madam President, we are debating 
whether or not we should have a Selec
tive Service. That is not the point of 
what we are doing on appropriations. 
The debate on Selective Service and 
should it continue should be done 
through a regular authorizing frame
work, not a back door line-item x-ing 
out of a program that has been part of 
this Nation's fabric and has been the 
organizational structure to call men to 
arms at a time of war. 

I will not go easily into the night 
with voting on terminating Selective 
Service through this back door line
i tem no-matter-how-well-intentioned 
amendment. If you want to eliminate 
Selective Service, introduce legislation 
that terminates it. Then it goes to 
something called the authorizing com
mittee. They are very jealous of their 
jurisdiction. They tell us they set the 
policy. We the appropriators should be 
the quiet guardians of the purse. 

Now I find myself defending whether 
we should have a Selective Service or 
not. I personally believe we do need a 
Selective Service, but that is not the 
subject of the debate tonight. We 
should defeat the Bradley amendment 
and follow the orderly rational proce
dure of authorizing and appropriating, 
and since there is a great demand by 
the authors for there to be a firewall, 
then let us have that firewall and then 
debate what should happen to Selective 
Service now that the Berlin Wall has 
come down. 

But we really should not end Selec
tive Service in such an ignominious 
way at 6:30 at night on the Senate 
floor, when we are about to put $36 bil
lion into the Veterans' Administration, 
to pension, to disability, to dealing 
with the backlog in disability, for vet
erans' health care, for prosthetic de
vices. All of those who answered the 
call for service, yes, we are going to do 
that for the vets, but we will save 
money by eliminating Selective Serv
ice. I think Selective Service, the men 
who served and those who will continue 
to serve, deserve at least the ordinary 
regular processes of the U.S. Senate. 

I urge the defeat of the BRADLEY 
amendment and move to table it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo
tion to table is not in order until all 
time has been used or yielded back. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I yield the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Madam President, I 
yield the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has been yielded back. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to table the 
amendment. 

Mr. BRADLEY. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
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of the Senator from Maryland to lay on 
the table the amendment of the Sen
ator from New Jersey. On this ques
tion, the yeas and nays have been or
dered, and the clerk will call the roll . 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen

ator from West Virginia [Mr. ROCKE
FELLER] is necessarily absent. I further 
announce that, if present and voting, 
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER] would vote "yea." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the chamber who 
desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 58, 
nays 41, as follows: 

Akaka 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Coats 
Cochran 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D'Amato 
Danforth 
Dasch le 
Dodd 
Dole 
Domenici 
Dorgan 

Baucus 
Bennett 
Bi den 
Boren 
Boxer 
Bradley 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cohen 
DeConcini 
Exon 
Feingold 
Feinstein 

[Rollcall Vote No. 273 Leg.] 
YEAS-58 

Duren berger 
Faircloth 
Ford 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Hatch 
Heflin 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inouye 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Kempthorne 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 

NAYS---41 

Grassley 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hatfield 
Jeffords 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lau ten berg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Mathews 

NOT VOTING-I 
Rockefeller 

McConnell 
Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Nunn 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Riegle 
Roth 
Sasser 
Shelby 
Simon 
Simpson 
Smith 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thurmond 
Wallop 
Warner 

Metzenbaum 
Mitchell 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nickles 
Packwood 
Pell 
Reid 
Robb 
Sar banes 
Wellstone 
Wofford 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 907) was agreed to. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma
jority leader. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the fol
lowing be the only floor amendments 
remaining in order to H.R. 2491, the 
VA-HUD appropriations bill; that they 
be subject to relevant second-degree 
amendments; and that if they are not 
offered by 5 p.m. tomorrow, Wednes
day, September 22, they no longer be in 
order. The amendments are: 

An amendment by Senator BUMPERS 
regarding Stafford loans; an amend
ment by Sena tor BUMPERS regarding 

solid rocket motors; an amendment by 
Senator BRYAN to delete the SETI pro
gram; an amendment by Senator SIMP
SON that is relevant; an amendment by 
Senator DANFORTH regarding flood in
surance; an amendment by Senator 
HELMS that is relevant; an amendment 
by Senator BROWN regarding CDBG's; 
an amendment by Senator GRAMM of 
Texas that is relevant; an amendment 
by Senator MIKULSKI that is relevant; 
an amendment by Senator D'AMATO re
garding GSE oversight; an amendment 
by Senator STEVENS regarding Alaska 
clear air; an amendment by Senator 
SIMON regarding asbestos; an amend
ment by Sena tor NICKLES regarding na
tional service; an amendment by Sen
ator MCCONNELL regarding EPA; an 
amendment by Senator DECONCINI re
garding protection of intellectual prop
erty; an amendment by Senator WAR
NER regarding the space station; an 
amendment by Senator BYRD that is 
relevant; an amendment by Senator 
HATFIELD that is relevant; an amend
ment by Senator METZENBAUM that is 
relevant; an amendment by Senator 
METZENBAUM that is relevant; an 
amendment by Senator RIEGLE and 
Senator LEVIN that is relevant. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Ohio. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Madam Presi
dent, I do not intend to object. I would 
like to make a parliamentary inquiry 
of the majority leader. 

As I understand it, he says that 
amendments have to be offered by 5 
o'clock but, as I understand it, with all 
those amendments that there are there 
may not be an opportunity to call up 
the amendment. 

Does the leader mean that as long as 
the amendment is submitted at the 
desk and asked to be called up, that 
that would be sufficient? Or would a 
Senator be precluded if he or she were 
not able to have time to offer the 
amendment? 

Mr. MITCHELL. The Senator is cor
rect. The Senator would be precluded if 
an opportunity does not arise to offer 
the amendment. 

But I would point out to the Senator 
the pro bl em we have in the Senate is 
exactly the opposite. We cannot get 
Senators to come over and offer 
amendments. That is the problem. We 
also have Senators who do not want to 
stay here in the evening, and we can
not get started on the business until 
the afternoon. 

So, there is not any alternative to 
this procedure, except staying here late 
this evening and every evening. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I would have to 
object just on the basis of the proce
dure, because I can very well imagine 
what will happen. I came out here the 
other day to offer an amendment on 

the Armed Services bill. Were it not for 
the fact that I was permitted to have 
unanimous consent to set aside the 
pending amendment, I would have been 
precluded from offering that amend
ment. 

I would say to the leader I totally re
spect the effort that he is attempting 
to make, but I think that any proce
dure that would preclude any Member 
of this body from offering an amend
ment when he or she is ready to offer 
the amendment and cannot find an 
opening in order to offer the amend
ment, is a very bad way to proceed, and 
I would have to object on that basis. 

Mr. MITCHELL. May I say to the 
Senator, the Senator has two amend
ments listed here. Why does not the 
Senator stay here and offer them now 
and not have to worry about being pre
cluded? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I say to the 
leader I am not speaking only with re
spect to my amendment. I think this is 
not a good way to proceed, to preclude 
Members of this body from having an 
opportunity to offer their amendments. 
I am concerned if we start down this 
road-maybe we have been down the 
road before-I do not believe that any 
Member of this body ought to be pre
cluded from offering an amendment be
cause he or she cannot get the floor. 

I think if there were some procedure 
where any Member could offer the 
amendment without debate by 5 
o'clock tomorrow and then have an up
or-down vote on it, I think at least 
that protects the Member's position. 

Absent that, I think it becomes a 
very unreal kind of procedure. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, 
the concern which the Senator ex
presses has existed with respect to 
every unanimous consent agreement 
obtained for at least the past 14 years 
that I have been in the Senate when 
there is a limitation on amendments. 

Any .Senator not on the list is auto
matically precluded from offering 
amendments right now. 

I appreciate the Senator's concern 
for the welfare and ability of Senators 
other than himself on the list to offer 
amendments, but they are all very ca
pable of standing up here and express
ing themselves if they want to. 

My question is, if the Senator has an 
amendment and he is concerned about 
offering it, he has the opportunity to 
stand up here right now and offer the 
amendment. There is no chance of it 
being precluded. 

(Mrs. MURRAY assumed the chair.) 
Mr. METZENBAUM. Madam Presi

dent, I understand the Senator's point. 
One of the reasons I have those 

amendments reserved is, in the event 
there is some amendment that is of
fered and then passed and it may be 
necessary to revisit the subject, I 
would have an opportunity to call up 
that amendment and have a vote on it. 

Brit I believe, Mr. Leader-and I have 
tremendous respect for your efforts and 
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what you are attempting to do-but I 
believe any time you preclude Members 
of this body from having a chance to 
vote on their amendment when they 
are waiting in line to get it called up, 
I think it is a bad way for the U.S. Sen
ate to proceed and, therefore, I object. 

It is not because of the Senator from 
Ohio's amendments. I just think we are 
suddenly providing a different kind of 
procedure. 

Maybe you have done it 20 times in 
the past. But the fact is, I was under 
the impression all week that you would 
have an opportunity to get your 
amendment called up when there was a 
limited number of amendments. Under 
these circumstances, I think it just 
does not make good logic. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
simply want the RECORD to reflect the 
fact that every single unanimous con
sent agreement which identifies 
amendments automatically, by its very 
terms, precludes any Senator whose 
amendment is not on that list from of
fering an amendment. So the concern 
which the Senator has has occurred 
over and over again almost daily. 

If we cannot get unanimous-consent 
agreements, then I say to my col
leagues we are going to be in session 
much, much longer hours and many 
more days than we are now. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. The majority 
leader misunderstands me. 

Mr. MITCHELL. No, I understand 
you perfectly well. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. You are saying 
that anybody who does not call up his 
amendment. I am saying that you may 
not be able to call up your amendment. 
And if you cannot get the floor to call 
up your amendment then, by this 
unanimous-consent agreement, you are 
precluded from offering that amend
ment. One amendment could hold the 
floor for all the time until tomorrow at 
5 o'clock and no amendment would be 
in order. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
want to say that this is a classic exam
ple of debating over a theoretical harm 
which has not occurred, when we have 
used this practice in the past, to pre
clude a practical solution to a real 
problem. 

Now we have done this before and the 
fear that the Senator expressed has not 
occurred. 

On the other hand, if we cannot get 
this type of agreement, then we satisfy 
the theoretical concerns, and the prac
tical reality is that we are going to 
stay here late tonight, we will be here 
much later, and a lot of Senators will 
be inconvenienced, Senators in whose 
behalf the Senator from Ohio now 
purports to speak. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. The majority 
leader realizes we have a somewhat 
similar procedure when we have clo
ture. Postcloture amendments can be 
called up afterward without any de
bate, but at least you can get your 
amendment considered. 

This procedure precludes the consid
eration of amendments where Members 
want to call them up. 

Mr. MITCHELL. There is nothing to 
preclude a Senator on this list from 
coming over and offering an amend
ment right now. I am inviting Senators 
to do so. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Not if there is 
an amendment pending. And if there is 
an amendment pending, then that 
Member cannot. 

I came to the floor the other day 
when the Armed Services bill was up, 
and had Senator EXON not been gra
cious enough to permit me to off er my 
amendment, I would not have been able 
to do so. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Sen
a tor from Ohio be recognized to offer 
any amendment he wishes that is on 
this list to do so now. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I do not need 
unanimous consent to be recognized to 
offer an amendment now. I just said to 
the leader my amendment is there in 
the event an amendment is adopted 
and I wish to amend it subsequently. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
will just say, it is darn near impossible 
to get anything done in this Senate 
with the rules and the attitudes that 
Senators have about the way we pro
ceed. It is just about darn near impos
sible. 

Senators want to have 3 or 4 hours of 
morning business in the morning. Sen
ators want to leave at 6 o'clock in the 
evening. Senators do not want to be in 
session on Monday. Senators do not 
want to be in session on Friday. Sen
ators want this, want that, do not want 
this, do not want that. 

If we cannot proceed with unanimous 
consent agreements that enable us to 
organize and schedule the business in 
an orderly way that adapts to the con
venience of the overwhelming majority 
of Senators because of a theoretical 
concern-that admittedly may occur, 
but also admittedly in real life has 
never occurred-then I just say to Sen
ators that there is not any alternative. 

The Senator has a perfect right to 
object. The Senator has noted he is 
going to object. 

Therefore, I will say to the Members 
of the Senate that we are in tonight, 
we are in. for several hours tonight, we 
are going to be in and stay in as long 
as it takes to make good progress on 
this bill. 

We are going to finish this bill by 
about this appointed hour tomorrow. 
We can either do it in a way that in
conveniences almost every Senator or 
we could do it in a way that makes it 
more convenient to the Senate. 

Mr. METZENBAUM. May I suggest 
to the leader that there is a solution
and perhaps the leader would not be 
willing to consider the solution- and 
that is that any Member who has an 
amendment on the list and wishes to 

call it up at 5 o'clock would have a 
right to do so without debate. 

That protects the right of the Mem
ber to get his or her amendment called 
up. It does not delay the progress of 
the Senate. It does not require the Sen
ate to be in session tonight. But at 
least the Member is entitled to have a 
chance to have his or her amendment 
voted on. 

Mr. MITCHELL. What is the matter 
with the Senator having to come to the 
floor now to offer the amendment? Why 
does anybody have to wait until 5 
o'clock tomorrow to offer an amend
ment? 

We spend most of our time here im
ploring Senators who say they want to 
offer an amendment to come and offer 
their amendment. Why does any Sen
ator want to wait until 5 o'clock to
morrow? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. I do not know 
why any Senator might want to do 
that. 

I will say to the Senator, I am not 
sure I will offer my amendment. The 
reason I have reserved the place is in 
the event there is an amendment 
adopted that I believe needs a subse
quent amendment after it has been 
adopted for clarification or for some 
modification, that I protect that posi
tion. 

And I am not the only Member of 
this body who has done that. There are 
a number of Members who have unspec
ified amendments that have a position 
listed. 

I do not know what harm would be 
done, Mr. Leader, in saying that any 
Member who had an amendment pend
ing would have an opportunity to offer 
it. 

Mr. MITCHELL. The harm is this. We 
already have Senators who will not 
come and offer amendments. Senators 
say, "I have an amendment to offer. It 
is very important." 

We are on the bill. The manager 
stands here hour after hour, time after 
time, begging Senators to come over 
and offer their amendments. 

"Well, it is inconvenient." "I have to 
go get a haircut" or "I have got to go 
pick someone up at the airport," or, 
"My dog has a stomach ache and I can
not come over and offer my amend
ment." 

Now, what the Senator is doing is 
suggesting a mechanism which creates 
an even greater incentive to wait until 
the last minute. 

Do not inconvenience the Members of 
the Senate to come here tonight and 
offer an amendment when we are con
sidering the bill, when there is ample 
time to debate it. Wait until the very 
last moment, and then we guarantee 
you, no matter how unwilling you are 
to come over and do anything any 
other time, no matter how you may 
say, "Well, I have this amendment, but 
I do not want to come offer it now, be
cause it is really inconvenience for me. 
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I will wait until the last minute and it 
does not make any difference because I 
am guaranteed, as long as I get there 
at 1 minute to 5, that I can offer my 
amendment.'' 

So that way, we are furthering the 
tendency to encourage Senators to 
wait and not come over and offer their 
amendments, wait until the very last 
minute. 

Now, maybe we will have to end up 
doing what the Senator from Ohio has 
suggested, because the rules of the Sen
ate are such that we cannot do any
thing if one person objects. And that 
gives every Member of this Senate the 
ability to exercise a veto over anything 
we do. And probably we will accept 
that, because we do not have any other 
choice. 

I just say it is tough enough to get 
anything done here, and this just 
makes it tougher, for no good reason 
other than to satisfy some theoretical 
concern, which, when weighed against 
the practical realities with which we 
must deal, I do not ascribe great 
weight to it. 

Mr. METZENBA UM. Will the leader 
not recognize that the procedure that 
he is following, or wants to follow, 
would preclude one or more Senators 
from having an opportunity to call up 
their amendment if the situation on 
the floor is such that that Member can
not get the floor? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes. I acknowledge 
that, certainly. And will the Senator 
not acknowledge that if any Senator 
wanted to seriously offer an amend
ment to this bill, he could come over 
and offer it right now? 

Mr. METZENBAUM. Of course. Right 
now. 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is my point. 
Several Senators addressed the 

Chair. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 

withdraw my request. We will proceed 
with the bill. We will see if we can 
work this out. In the meantime, Sen
ators are on notice we are in session 
tonight. There will be votes unless and 
until some further statement is made. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Virginia. 

AMENDMENT NO. 908 

(Purpose: To require the approval of Con
gress of the expenditure of certain space sta
tion funds.) 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator intend to amend the first com
mittee amendment? 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent the pending 
amendment be set aside and we proceed 
to the amendment of the Senator from 
Virginia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection the committee amendments 
are set aside. 

The clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER] 

proposes an amendment numbered 908, 
On page 60, line 9, after "1994" insert the 

following: ", and any funds above such 
$1,000,000,000 may only be obligated with the 
approval of Congress. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
send to the desk an amendment in the 
nature of a second degree. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator does not have a right to offer an 
amendment to his amendment at this 
time. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays on the first 
amendment. 

Mr. GRAMM. On your amendment 
you ask for the yeas and nays? 

Mr. WARNER. The amendment that 
is at the desk. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

Madam President, I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. WARNER. I thank the Chair. I 

thank the managers. 
Madam President, I spoke to this 

amendment earlier. I do not wish to 
prolong unduly the debate which has 
been a very good one-I said that ear
lier-on the space station. My concern 
is that the committee report on Cal
endar No. 194, page 145, reads as fol
lows: 

Bill language has been included to allocate 
these funds accordingly. In addition, the 
committee has included language that limits 
NASA from obligating more than $1 billion 
prior to January 31, 1994, for the space sta
tion program. This will enable the commit
tee to assess the final design configuration of 
the station before agreeing to release the re
maining funds appropriated in fiscal year 
1994. 

Madam President, this amendment is 
a very simple one. It states that rather 
than the committee making this as
sessment at some point in time prior to 
January 31, 1994, that the Senate as a 
whole, that the House as a whole, that 
the Congress as a body shall determine 
whether or not future authorized dol
lars by the previous amendment should 
be appropriated to this program. That 
is all. 

I say to my distinguished colleague 
from Texas, who possibly has in mind a 
second-degree amendment, I shall re
peatedly bring forth one amendment 
after another until I get an up-or-down 
vote on this question, because in the 
judgment of this Senator, I think this 
program should be reviewed very in
tensely by the Senate. It will be my 
hope we continue oversight on a con
tinuous basis because here in the 
course of the debate on the space sta
tion we have learned facts that I find 
astonishing, that I find unacceptable, 
in terms of timely action by this body. 

We do not have, in my judgment, be
fore us at this time such firm cost esti
mates for the completion of this pro
gram to justify action by this body. 
Nevertheless, the body did take action. 

It is interesting, if you look at a 
breakout of the votes here, there are 36 
Republicans who voted for the program 
and 23 Democrats. That is a heavy re
sponsibility. This program now has a 
very close identity with the Republican 
Party. This party deliberately deliv
ered the margin of vote to assure the 
program go forward as directed by the 
committee. I say that with no dis
respect to anyone. A fair battle was 
fought on the amendment. It is over. It 
is behind us'. But I think it is incum
bent upon us to engage this body in 
such further deliberation as necessary 
to have one single dollar in addition to 
the $1 billion, and that roughly is $900 
million, almost another $1 billion-be
fore $1 of that sum is released. I think 
it merits the deliberation of this body, 
its careful attention, and I would an
ticipate another record vote. 

In that way we have fulfilled our re
sponsibility, our continuing respon
sibility, toward this program and to
ward the heavy burden we are casting 
on the taxpayers to continue. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Ohio. 
Mr. GLENN. Madam President, I am 

not sure I understand. 
Is this a procedure where we would 

have to have another affirmative vote 
in the Senate before any of that money 
could be spent even though the report 
was made back? 

Let me just give an example. On the 
Armed Services Committee we fence 
things and put hurdles in, objectives to 
be met all the time. We have done that. 
We did it on B-2. We have done it on 
several different programs. But the 
idea on that was not to bring it back 
for a second vote in the Senate. The 
idea every time there was to make sure 
the administration was reporting ev
erything to the committee because we 
had been misled a few times, reporting 
everything to the committee and have 
to report it. 

Then, at that point, Members who 
were either for or opposed to whatever 
the issue is have a full right to come to 
the floor, put in legislation, try to 
alter that. But I would say to my 
friend from Virginia, if we are to start 
on appropriations bills and say because 
we do not like a certain procedure and 
because we happen to lose a vote on the 
floor we are then going to come back 
and require a second vote before any
thing is released, that is just legisla
tive WPA in the Senate. 

The Senate has expressed its vote. It 
was 59 to 40. Accept it. Why would we 
have to bring it back again and have 
·another vote on it? I am all for having 
the report made back here and then if 
there is objection to the way things are 
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going or it does not come out the way 
we hoped, we always can bring it back 
and legislation can be submitted to 
undo what is being done. But I think 
we are treading down a path here of 
just making a lot of excess work for 
ourselves if every time we have some 
objection to a thing that passes here on 
the floor on an appropriations bill, we 
require a second vote on it. So I would 
have to oppose it, regretfully. 

Mr. WARNER. I respect my good 
friend from Ohio. He served with me for 
many years on the committee. But I 
ask him to review the language. Where 
did he see here the word "report"'? 
Where is the fencing report we care
fully put in the Armed Services Cam
mi ttee? Will my colleague kindly read 
the language? Or I will read it for him. 

Mr. GLENN. If the Senator will yield 
for a comment, I have not actually 
read the language. Maybe it does not 
require a report. But, certainly, I can 
guarantee the Senator from Virginia, 
the Senator from Arkansas, and others 
are going to be following the progress 
of the planning for the spending of that 
money very, very carefully, as they 
should. Then if there is objection--

Mr. WARNER. I do not know how I 
follow it, to be honest. There is no obli
gation for them to report that I see 
here. There is a report inferred, I might 
say in all fairness. The sentence simply 
says "This will enable the committee 
to assess the final design configura
tion." 

That implies some further evidence 
will be coming before the committee. 
But I draw to my colleague's attention, 
January 31, 1994-the Senate meets for 
a very few days in January and, hope
fully, for a very few days in December. 
It could be the outcome of this is de
cided by one or two Senators on behalf 
of the entire body involving $900 mil
lion. 

I say to my good friend, I am not pre
pared to yield that discretion, pri
marily because of the inadequacy of 
the facts that were presented to this 
body in support of the amendment that 
was just acted on. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Will the distin
guished Senator from Virginia yield? 

If the distinguished Senator will 
yield the floor to me, recognizing his 
right to reclaim the floor? 

AMENDMENT NO. 909 TO AMENDMENT NO. 908 

(Purpose: To require the approval of Con
gress of the expenditure of certain space 
station funds) 
Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 

will be happy to yield, but before doing 
so, I send an amendment to the desk 
and ask for its immediate consider
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The . 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER] 
proposes an amendment numbered 909 to 
amendment No. 908. 

Strike all after the first clause and add: 
"any funds above such $1,000,000,100 may only 
be obligated with the approval of Congress.". 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
thank the Chair and I thank the distin
guished managers. 

I yield the floor. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, I 

recognize what the Senator from Vir
ginia is trying to achieve. He wants to 
ensure fiscal accountability and that 
the redesign of the space station, an 
American-led space station with Rus
sian participation, is adequate to the 
three criteria that the ranking minor
ity member and I have articulated: 
That it do significant science; that it 
be fiscally achievable; and that it meet 
the needs and the criteria of our inter
national participating partners. That 
is not unreasonable. 

What I do not want, Madam Presi
dent, is to bind the hands of this com
mittee, subject to another vote on the 
space station, without going through 
the regular appropriations process. 
However, what I am prepared to do is, 
we anticipate that this report will be 
done by Thanksgiving; and I will as
sure the Senator that we will not 
unfence until we have had a hearing ex
actly on the nature, the content, and 
the fiscal aspects of this new design. 
Then, at that time, we can decide if it 
is so significantly different from what 
we think we have agreed to tonight, 
that we might have to return to the 
body. 

I would not want to bind us to a vote, 
but I am prepared to agree to a hearing 
because I think that the questions the 
Senator from Virginia has would be the 
same questions I would have in order 
to be able to listen to what the design 
is. But I really encourage the Senator 
from Virginia to not have us come 
back to do a second vote when the nor
mal appropriations process is done ex
cept on one item. 

I am ready to agree to a hearing. 
Would that satisfy the Senator from 
Virginia? 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
thank the manager, the distinguished 
Senator from Maryland. 

I regret to say that I would not find 
that an acceptable substitute for the 
goals of the Senator from Virginia, as 
manifested by the amendment at the 
desk. I say that with great respect. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I understand that. 
Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Texas. 
Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, one 

of the things that we do to try to see 
that the will of the Congress and the 
intent of the law is carried out is to set 
up a fencing mechanism so that those 
who are implementing the law have to 
come back to those of us who write the 
law and show that, in fact , they have 
carried out the intent of Congress. 

What the distinguished Senator from 
Virginia has done is sought to magnify 

a fence that we were trying to use to 
achieve the purposes that he is sup
portive of, and now he would like us to 
have to come back to Congress and 
bring a bill to the floor of the Senate, 
which could be filibustered. We could 
technically have to get a super
majority in order to move ahead with a 
project that 59 Members of the Senate 
have just voted in favor of. 

Also, this amendment, if adopted, 
would set what I believe is a very bad 
precedent because it would either force 
committees to stop fencing money
and therefore we would lose our ability 
to have effective oversight-or we 
would have to subject ourselves to the 
potential of having multiple votes on 
basically the same issue. 

So I think, again, this is a case-and 
I made the point when we had the pre
vious debate, and I do not intend to re
peat all those speeches tonight-but 
this is a case where the distinguished 
chairman and I have tried to exercise 
oversight; we have tried to hold NASA 
accountable. The mechanisms we have 
used, which are conventional mecha
nisms, in fact, are used routinely by 
the Armed Services Committee, on 
which the distinguished Senator from 
Virginia served as the senior Repub
lican. What we are trying to do here is 
simply to exercise oversight. I am 
afraid if we accepted this amendment, 
we would be forced to come back and 
vote on the whole issue again. 

I think the Senate has spoken on this 
subject. I have no doubt that they will 
speak again with a very clear voice, 
perhaps with a larger margin, because 
now we are talking about really at
tacking the mechanism which the Con
gress has used to do its work. And so I 
do not see that we are going to serve 
any purpose at 7:30 tonight by debating 
the whole space station again. 

The distinguished Senator from Vir
ginia very ably, with great passion and 
skill, made his case. We had a vote on 
it. His position did not carry. He is cer
tainly within his right to offer this 
amendment, but I think that this 
amendment disrupts what we are try
ing to do. I think that it discourages 
the kind of oversight that we all agreed 
that this project needs. 

Therefore, I am opposed to this 
amendment, and I hope that it will be 
rejected. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Virginia. 
Mr. WARNER. Madam President, if I 

may make a brief reply to my col
league from Texas. During the course 
of this debate on the amendment, 
which has now encompassed 2 days, we 
have had a most astonishing develop
ment in the world. The Senator from 
Arkansas read from the initial reports 
regarding some developments in Russia 
which I find are germane to the consid
eration of this amendment. 
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I am not going to go back into it, but 

essentially: 
Boris Yeltsin, the President, moved to 

take complete control of Russia-
Complete control of Russia. That is 

control of this program. That is con
trol of this program; one man--
in a constitutional coup on Tuesday, ousting 
the hardline Congress and announcing elec
tions for a new Parliament in December. 

One of the more dramatic chapters of 
this debate is one when we were ad
vised in s-407 that there would be a 
briefing- regrettably, only five or six 
Senators showed up, of which I was 
one, because I felt duty bound-a brief
ing about how the space program was 
an integral part of an overall approach 
by this administration. I commend the 
President for this overall approach, 
and I am going to support him. It is an 
approach whereby we would involve 
Russia in this program. The sum of $100 
million was mentioned. 

Madam President, that is just in the 
brief period of less than 48 hours when 
the Senate has been dealing with this 
amendment. I ask my colleagues, I do 
not know what this report portends for 
the future of Russian participation in 
the space station. But I guarantee, 
Madam President, this Senator wants 
to know before another dollar is re
leased under the proposed fence. That 
is why I ask this body to reconvene. 

Is it too much to ask this body to 
spend an hour or two in debate on $900 
million? Is that asking too much? This 
fence delegates to perhaps one or two 
Senators the responsibility for close to 
a billion dollars. I say this to my good 
friend from Texas. He might well be 
the Senator on this side to make that 
decision, and he has fought hard for 
this amendment. He won. He delivered 
34 Republican votes. That is a mark of 
pride. 

But I am reminded of my old history 
professor, I say to my good friend, the 
senior Senator from Texas. The year 
was 1946. I came back after a brief tour 
in the U.S. Navy, matriculated in my 
father's old school, Washington and 
Lee University. 

The history professor was named 
Bean, Dr. Bean. He was in his seven
ties, and he was recognized not only in 
Virginia, but throughout the Nation, as 
the foremost expert on that tragic 
chapter of history from roughly 1860 to 
1865. He had a book on his desk, and all 
students as they walked in, were re
quired to touch the book and then take 
their seats. I say to my distinguished 
colleague from Alabama, my contem
porary in life, every student touched 
that book. The title of that book, a 
book written by one of Robert E. Lee's 
aides-de-camp, a man who had traveled 
with Lee through the various cam
paigns and had taken an opportunity 
after that tragic chapter to sit down 
and write a book, I say to my distin
guished friend from Texas, was ''The 
Unbiased History of the Civil War, 
From the Southern Point of View." 

Somehow, I feel the senior Senator 
from Texas might not apply the objec
tivity, the depth of analysis, and rea
soning that might be required to obli
gate this body, the U.S. Senate, to $900 
million. 

I yield the floor. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, I 

think there has been said all there is to 
say on this amendment. I believe we 
are at an impasse on this, and in a few 
seconds I will be making a motion 
which I hope will bring this debate to a 
close and we can begin to start the de
bate on ASRM. 

I know that when we initially talked 
about the amendment of the Senator 
from Virginia it was going to take 15 
minutes. It has now taken longer than 
we anticipated. I believe, whatever the 
arguments, we would only be repeating 
ourselves. I truly respect the Senator 
from Virginia and what he is attempt
ing to do. But, Madam President, I now 
must move to table Senator WARNER'S 
amendment No. 908, and I ask unani
mous consent that the vote on the mo
tion to table occur at 8 p.m.; further, 
that the amendment be laid aside so 
that Senator BUMPERS may now offer 
the ASRM amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I would just like to ask 
unanimous consent. It will take 15 sec
onds. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Could we get this 
agreement first? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the agreement? 

Mr. BUMPERS. Reserving the right 
to object, would the distinguished Sen
ator restate the request? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I move to table the 
Warner amendment No. 908 and ask 
unanimous consent that the vote on 
the motion to table occur at 8 p.m.; 
further, that the amendment be laid 
aside so that Senator BUMPERS may 
now offer his ASRM amendment and 
that we may proceed on the discussion 
onASRM. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, re
serving the right to object, I wonder if 
the distinguished managers of the bill 
might consider not only laying ·aside 
the vote but having the vote occur at 
some time which would be most con
venient to the majority of Senators. It 
may well be that the distinguished 
Senator from Arkansas will require a 
vote later this evening and that the 
votes could be put back to back. I 
speak only to accommodate the Sen
ate. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I insist upon my 
original unanimous consent request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
an objection? Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

The Senator from Arkansas is recog
nized. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I wonder if I might 
make a 10-second unanimous consent 
request. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Certainly. 
Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that a legislative 
fellow serving in my office, Deborah 
Bailey, be granted privileges of the 
floor during the consideration of the 
VA-HUD-Independent Agencies appro
priations bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 910 
(Purpose: To provide funding for the termi

nation of the Advanced Solid Rocket 
Motor project for the purposes of reducing 
the deficit in the Federal budget) 

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I 
send an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMP

ERS], for himself and Mr. BENNETT, proposes 
an amendment numbered 910. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 62, after line 2, add the following: 
Provided, That of the funds provided under 

this heading, $100,000,000 shall be made avail
able for termination of the contracts relat
ing to the Advanced Solid Rocket Motor 
project.". 

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, 
this is an amendment that deals with a 
program that is not familiar to several 
Senators. I understand that when you 
do not understand an amendment you 
just vote "no." So I want to say to the 
distinguished Senator from Maryland, I 
do not want to belabor the length of 
time that is going to be required to 
educate people, but I do think a few 
things ought to be said. 

The first thing that ought to be said 
is you have an opportunity here to save 
$2 billion, and you do not risk one sin
gle thing. In 1989 there was a program 
established to build what is called an 
advanced solid rocket motor at Yellow 
Creek, MI. 

Now, you all know, of course, that 
JAMIE WHITTEN is chairman of the Ap
propriations Committee, a good man, 
and, believe it or not, JAMIE WHITTEN's 
district was chosen as a place to build 
this advanced solid rocket motor. 

You should also know that President 
Bush was very much opposed to it. Vice 
President Quayle, who had been dele
gated quite a bit of the space function, 
was opposed to it. But it was some
thing of a big piece of pork, and so we 
began building a facility to produce an 
engine for our shuttles. This was in the 
wake of the Challenger disaster, which I 
think was in 1986. Everybody remem
bers the trauma of the Challenger. 

Now, Madam President, this is a low
scale kind of space station thing, I 
guess. We have already spent $1.5 bil
lion. It started out at a little over $2 
billion. The cost is now $3.8 billion. We 
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are going to have to spend $2.3 billion 
more to complete the project. And, in
cidentally, my amendment leaves $100 
million to terminate it. 

We all believe in safety. We want our 
shuttles to be safe. We want our astro
nauts to be safe. Madam President, if 
you look through the documentation 
on this, you will find that everybody 
has been opposed to the advanced solid 
rocket motor project but it is kind of 
like Rasputin; it just keeps surviving. 

Last year, the House of Representa
tives overwhelmingly killed this pro
gram. I want to repeat that. Last year 
the House of Representatives voted by 
a very substantial margin to terminate 
this project, but not the Senate. And 
the Senate only had $50 million in it. It 
was called "hold" money to keep the 
project on hold; $50 million. 

So we take our little $50 million over 
to conference with the House, which 
has overwhelmingly torpedoed the pro
gram, and guess what? It comes back 
with $360 million in it. 

That is a piece of legerdemain that I 
have never understood. When I came to 
the Senate, I was taught that the con
ference committee could not exceed 
the highest number and could not go 
below the lowest number. Here we put 
$50 million in, the House zips it, and we 
come back with $300,.plus million. The 
Yellow Creek just keeps grinding away. 

You understand they have not pro
duced the first motor, and they are a 
long way from producing the first 
motor. 

Lo and behold, this year the House 
was so upset about what happened last 
year-and I want everybody to hear 
this-the House killed this program 
about 3 weeks ago by a vote of 378 to 43. 
Let me repeat that. The House of Rep
resentatives has already voted to ter
minate this program despite the fact 
that JAMIE WHITTEN is still a Member 
of the House of Representatives. They 
voted to kill the program 379 to 43. 

To the distinguished chairman's 
credit, she has a Ii ttle over $100 million 
in this bill for it. And the reason I am 
trying to torpedo this program is be
cause we are going to wind up going 
back to conference with the House. 
And it is going to come back over here 
with $300 or $400 million on it. 

It is a flagrant violation of the rules 
of the Senate to come back here with 
more money by far than either body 
had voted for. 

The idea was we would never have 
another Challenger disaster. But, 
Madam President, we have not had one 
since then anyway. Did you know that 
until ALBERT GORE became Vice Presi
dent of the United States, everybody 
wanted this program terminated. Here 
is an opportunity for a few people to 
redeem themselves if they choose to, 
and say I voted to cut something. 

But if you look at the GAO report, if 
you look at almost any study that has 
been done on this thing, everybody 

says I do not understand why we are 
building this thing. 

Madam President, today the pro
ponents of this thing, Senator COCH
RAN, Senator HEFLIN, are going to show 
you a letter from Daniel Goldin, who is 
head of NASA. He does not want it ei
ther. But his letter says he does. I as
sume he does not. NASA never has 
wanted lt. This is the same guy that 
could not tell you what the space sta
tion is going to cost. But he sent a let
ter over here saying, yes, we sure 
would like to have it. 

You are going to hear arguments 
that the extra thrust that ASRM will 
provide the shuttle is going to be nec
essary for our space station. According 
to NASA, the latest version of the 
space station is being redesigned so 
that all its components can be placed 
into a 51.6 degree orbit. That is the so
called "international orbit", using a 
new aluminum lithium tank. And the 
new tanks will greatly reduce the 
weight of the launch vehicle and allow 
the solid rocket motors to lift the 
shuttle into the higher orbit. 

The administration is also seriously 
considering using Russia's large proton 
rockets instead of the space shuttle to 
lift the largest components into orbit. 
After debate today, and after what is 
happening in the Soviet Union, in Rus
sia, I do not think that is going to hap
pen. 

But Madam President, why do we 
want to build in that kind of redun
dancy when everybody agrees that the 
redesigned rocket will do everything 
we want it to do, with absolutely no 
additional cost except some tinkering 
with the redesign? 

Let me tell you one other thing. The 
environmentalists of this country are 
on their ear because of advanced solid 
rocket motor tests. Every test will 
generate 100 tons of hydrochloric acid. 
And that is a very serious environ
mental risk. It may not make any dif
ference to you. But that is one of the 
reasons the Audubon Society and the 
National Wildlife Federation, the Si
erra Club, the Natural Resources De
fense Council, every environmental 
group in the country is opposed to this 
motor. 

But the real truth is in this GAO re
port dated November 1992, about 10 
months ago. If you really want to know 
what this is all about, listen carefully 
to what the GAO says: 

While the new design features and auto
mated manufacturing processes hold the po
tential for a more reliable and safer motor, 
ASRM's design is as yet unproven and its re
liability will not be known for a long time. 

As a result two NASA advisory groups 
have reconunended that the agency recon
sider its designs to develop this advanced 
motor and, according to these groups, the 
advanced motor's high technical and pro
grammatic risks, together with the rede
signed motor's proven performance, make 
development-

Listen to this-

make the development of the advanced 
motor unnecessary. 

Why, in view of the GAO report 
which quotes two advisory groups of 
NASA saying we do not need this 
motor, why would we spend over $3 bil
lion on that? 

Listen to this: 
Both the National Research Council and 

the Aerospace Safety Advisory Panel have 
questioned whether ASRM will be safer and 
more reliable than the redesigned solid rock
et motor, and have recommended that the 
program be reconsidered. According to the 
research council, NASA should rely on the 
redesigned solid rocket motor since it has 
proven to be reliable. 

The research council also stated 
that: 

It believes the ASRM program contains 
high technical and programmatic risks. 

For example, in a 1991 report, the re
search council questioned the design of 
ASRM field joint and welded factory 
joint. It goes on: 

In 1989 the Aerospace Safety Advisory 
Panel also questioned the need for the new 
motor since many other elements of the 
shuttle system could be replaced or modified 
to contribute more to improving safety. 

I am going to close with this. I am 
not going to debate this all night. I did 
not get any more votes by debating 24 
hours on the space station than I would 
have gotten if I had not. But I just 
want to close with this one statement 
from the GAO and the GAO is quoting 
basically two NASA panels. 

Here is what they say: 
When ASRM was first approved NASA had 

no actual flight experience-
With this redesigned motor. 
Through October 1992 the redesigned solid 

rocket motor has successfully flown 26 mis
sions. 

Since the January, 1986 Challenger acci
dent, NASA has enhanced its safety organi
zation and increased the number of quality 
assurance inspections. Following each 
launch, the solid rocket motors are dis
assembled and inspected and, to date, these 
inspections have identified no major prob
lems, according to NASA. 

Madam President, please let the 
record· show that I offer this amend
ment on behalf of myself and the dis
tinguished Senator from Utah [Mr. 
BENNETT]. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, 

the distinguished Senator from Arkan
sas is my good friend, and I regret his 
offering this amendment which re
quires us to challenge some of the 
statements that have been made about 

· the savings that could be realized if 
this Advanced Solid Rocket Motor Pro
gram is canceled, and all funds to be 
appropriated for it are deleted in this 
bill. But I am convinced, based on my 
understanding of the facts, that the 
claim that $2 billion would be saved if 
this appropriation is deleted and 
stricken from this bill is just simply 
not supported by the facts. Senators 
will remember that this program was 



21906 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 21, 1993 
created as a result of the Challenger 
disaster, the explosion of the shuttle in 
which seven astronauts were killed 
back in 1986. 

A concerted effort was begun to fig
ure out why that accident happened 
and what could be done to prevent a 
catastrophic failure from happening 
again. If we are to have a manned space 
program, we need a safe space program; 
we need a safer space shuttle; we need 
a more reliable system. And so engi
neers and scientists and all of NASA 
were mobilized and put to the task of 
coming up with a better rocket motor, 
a safer, more reliable motor. ASRM 
was born of that effort. 

The Senator's opening remarks about 
how this is a program that was estab
lished in the home district of the chair
man of the House Appropriations Com
mittee omits the fact that the site 
where this program was finally located 
and constructed had been chosen as the 
site for the building of a nuclear power 
reactor and plant for the Tennessee 
Valley Authority, but because of a re
study of the power generation needs of 
the TVA; that project, although it was 
already under construction, was aban
doned. Here was the Federal Govern
ment with condemned property, a par
tially constructed facility, up in the 
northeast corner of the State of Mis
sissippi, very close to the Alabama and 
Tennessee lines on the Tennessee River 
in the Tennessee Valley power supply 
area, and no use for it. The Federal 
Government had a white elephant on 
its hands. Hundreds of people in that 
region had been thrown out of work. It 
was controversial to start with when 
TVA decided to build that reactor in 
the first place. But the Government 
had made its decision. 

Then NASA decided, with advice 
from a Presidential Commission, to 
take advantage of this vacant and 
available site to construct this newly 
designed rocket motor. It had been put 
out for competitive bids by contractors 
from around the country, the best that 
America had available, and it was de
cided to locate it at Yellow Creek, MS, 
because it was financially beneficial 
for the Government to locate it there. 
So TVA transferred that property to 
NASA, and NASA began the construc
tion of this facility. And now it is al
most completed. 

We are nearing the end of the con
struction phase, with new motors 
available for use by NASA to make the 
shuttle program safer and more reli
able. This new motor will reduce the 
chances for failure from potential gas 
leaks; it will reduce the ways in which 
the system could fail; it will make it a 
much safer and more efficient system. 

If this program is canceled at this 
time, it will actually cost the Govern
ment more money than it will save. 

The Senator quotes from a GAO re
port that had some critical things to 
say. I notice that only one group was 

questioned and quoted in that report 
by the Senator. NASA's side of the 
story was not quoted by the Senator. 
NASA disputed those claims by the 
person who was quoted in that report 
and said that the ASRM Program is 
necessary and that it will be beneficial. 

The President put $313 million in his 
budget for this next fiscal year for 
ASRM and asked that the program be 
continued, that it be completed. There 
is evidence that we put in the RECORD 
in the Appropriations Committee that 
very clearly shows that Daniel Goldin, 
the Administrator of NASA, supports 
this program. 

I will read a portion of the letter, 
Madam President: 

NASA has examined alternative ways of 
obtaining the increased performance nec
essary, and we believe the ASRM-either by 
itself or in concert with other improve
ments-is the most obvious solution. The 
ASRM is an important consideration as we 
assess a space station at higher and lower in
clinations. 

NASA and the administration continue to 
support the fiscal year 1994 budget request of 
$313 million for the ASRM program. 

Our committee has looked very hard 
at this issue. The subcommittee re
ported out a bill that calls for an ap
propriation of $162.6 million for this 
program in fiscal year 1994, and it sug
gests to NASA that offsets be identi
fied so that the full $313 million can be 
made available next year. NASA, as I 
understand it, is undertaking that re
view. 

If we are going to continue to have a 
manned space flight program, which I 
think is the appropriate national pol
icy, then we need a safe and reliable 
system. This is the new, safer system 
that we have developed. And now to 
urge that it be abandoned, canceled 
here at the 11th hour, is absurd. 

It is fiscal nonsense to have invested 
all of this money, constructed this fa
cility, brought in engineers and sci
entists and workers from all over the 
country to this location, where a tri
state area of infrastructure has been 
established to support this program, 
where education dollars have been 
spent, schools have been built, and now 
abandon and cancel this program. You 
cannot believe the amount of effort, 
energy, and commitment of resources 
that has occurred in these three States 
to accommodate this facility, to sup
port it and make it successful. 

The people in this area are proud to 
have devoted the energy and resources 
and commitment they have to this 
project. But to have the U.S. Congress, 
after all of this effort and all of this 
hard work, stiff-arm the people who 
have committed . themselves to this 
goal, to develop a safer and more reli
able shuttle motor, that will help us 
lift larger payloads to accommodate 
the construction of the space station, 
as a side benefit, and to do it all for 
less expense, to do it more efficiently 
than we would have been able to do so 

before, seems to me the height of bad 
judgment for the Congress to now de
cide that we have changed our minds, 
and all because somebody said this was 
not a good idea after all. Well, it is the 
best idea we have been able to come up 
with, and the Senate should support it. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that a copy of the letter that I 
referred to from Daniel Goldin, Admin
istrator of NASA, be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND 
SP ACE ADMINISTRATION, 

Washington, DC, September 8, 1993. 
Hon. THAD COCHRAN. 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR COCHRAN: Thank you for 
your letter of August 31, 1993, regarding the 
desirability of the Advanced Solid Rocket 
Motor (ASRM) program. 

As you correctly observe, additional per
formance will be extremely useful if the 
Space Shuttle is to deploy Space Station ele
ments to higher inclinations, as was rec
ommended by the President's Advisory Com
mittee on the Redesign of the Space Station. 
NASA has examined alternative ways of ob
taining the increased performance necessary, 
and we believe the ASRM-either by itself or 
in concert with other improvements-is the 
most obvious solution. The ASRM is an im
portant consideration as we assess a Space 
Station at higher and lower inclinations. 

NASA and the Administration continue to 
support the fiscal year 1994 budget request of 
$313 million for the ASRM program. 

We appreciate your work in support of this 
program and stand ready to assist in any 
way possible. 

Sincerely, 
DANIELS. GOLDIN, 

Administrator. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I 
urge the Senate to reject this amend
ment. 

VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 908 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour 

of 8 p.m. having arrived, under the pre
vious order, the question now occurs on 
the motion of the Senator from Mary
land to lay on the table amendment 
No. 908 offered by the Senator from 
Virginia. A rollcall vote has not been 
requested. 

The majority leader. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 

request the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Maryland to lay on 
the table the amendment of the Sen
ator from Virginia. 

On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen

ator from Louisiana [Mr. JOHNSTON], 
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
PRYOR], and the Senator from Mary
land, [Mr. SARBANES] are necessarily 
absent. 
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Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 

Senator from Missouri [Mr. BOND], the 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
HELMS], and the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. KEMPTHORNE] are necessarily ab
sent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
BOXER). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 55, 
nays 39, as follows: 

Akaka 
Bennett 
Bi den 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brown 
Burns 
Campbell 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Danforth 
Dasch le 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Faircloth 
Feinstein 
Glenn 

Baucus 
Boren 
Bradley 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cohen 
Conrad 
D'Amato 
DeConcini 
Dole 

Bond 
Helms 

[Rollcall Vote No. 274 Leg.) 
YEAS-55 

Gorton Murkowski 
Graham Murray 
Gramm Nickles 
Gregg Packwood 
Hatch Pressler 
Hatfield Reid 
Heflin Riegle 
Hutchison Robb 
Inouye Rockefeller 
Kennedy Roth 
Leahy Shelby 
Lott Simpson 
Lugar Smith 
Mack Stevens 
McCain Thurmond 
McConnell Wallop 
Mikulski Wofford 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 

NAYS-39 
Dorgan Lau ten berg 
Duren berger Levin 
Exon Lieberman 
Feingold Mathews 
Ford Metzenbaum 
Grassley Mitchell 
Harkin Nunn 
Hollings Pell 
Jeffords Sasser 
Kassebaum Simon 
Kerrey Specter 
Kerry Warner 
Kohl Wells tone 

NOT VOTING-6 
Johnston Pryor 
Kempthorne Sar banes 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 908) was agreed to. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. GRAMM. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Utah. 

AMENDMENT NO. 910 

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, am I 
correct the amendment of my friend 
from Arkansas is currently before the 
Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question recurs on the Bumpers amend
ment No. 910; the Senator is correct. 

Mr. HATCH. I would like to speak on 
that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is recognized. 

Mr. FORD. Madam President, the 
Senate is not in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma
jority whip is correct; the Senate is not 
in order. 

Mr. HATCH. I would like to yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Maine 
without losing my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis
tinguished majority leader. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate resumes consideration of H.R. 
2419, the VA-HUD appropriations bill, 
at 9:15 a.m., on Wednesday, September 
22, that Senator BRYAN be recognized 
to offer an amendment on the SETI 
Program; that there be a time limita
tion of 1 hour for debate on the amend
ment with no second-degree amend
ment in order thereto, with the time 
actually divided and controlled in the 
usual form; that when the time is used 
or yielded back, the Bryan amendment 
be temporarily laid aside and that the 
Senate then resume consideration of 
the Bumpers amendment No. 910; that 
there be 20 minutes remaining for de
bate on the Bumpers amendment No. 
910, with the time equally divided and 
controlled in the usual form; that at 
noon tomorrow the Senate, without in
tervening action or debate, vote on or 
in relation to the Bumpers amendment 
No. 910; and that upon disposition of 
the Bumpers amendment, without in
tervening action or debate, the Senate 
proceed to vote on or in relation to the 
Bryan amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HEFLIN. Just reserving the right 
to object, if you come in at 9:15--I am 
just looking at the time schedule. With 
the Bryan amendment it would appear 
20 minutes, we could vote before 12. Is 
there some reason why we would delay 
the vote until 12? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Yes, because I am 
trying to accommodate several Sen
ators. What my intention is, is that 
this debate would take us to 10:35. We 
are now waiting to hear from our col
leagues on whether or not a third 
amendment would be offered and de
bated in that time period, and then 
there will be three votes to occur at 
that time. 

MR. HEFLIN. I have no objection. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, re

serving the right to object, may I ask 
one clarification from the majority 
leader? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. BUMPERS. This is 20 minutes of 
additional debate on my amendment in 
the morning, but we will continue on 
the debate tonight? 

Mr. MITCHELL. That is my inten
tion. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Anybody who wishes 
to speak on this amendment tonight 
may do so? 

Mr. MITCHELL. There will be unlim
ited debate this evening. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma
jority leader. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
modify my request to also preclude 
amendments to the language that may 
be stricken, by the amendments to 
which I referred. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. LA UTENBERG. Reserving the 
right to object, Madam President, I ask 
the majority leader a question. Is there 
going to be a period for morning busi
ness tomorrow? 

Mr. MITCHELL. No, there will not. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. No? 
Mr. MITCHELL. No. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. That is through

out the day? 
Mr. MITCHELL. Well, no, I do not 

rule out the possibility if Senators 
would like to speak. If we can organize 
a period for morning business later in 
the day, if it is convenient for Sen
ators, I will be pleased to do that. 

How long would the Senator like? 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Ten minutes. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Then I have no ob

jection if the Senator would be pre
pared to be here at 9:10? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Absolutely. 
Mr. MITCHELL. This does not pre

clude that. This just says "when the 
Senate returns to consideration of the 
bill at 9:15." I will be prepared to have 
morning business for 10 minutes at 9:05. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I appreciate it. 
Mr. MITCHELL. That would be in a 

separate order. 
Mr. LA UTENBERG. I thank the ma

jority leader. I have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
should modify my request to make 
clear that there would be no second-de
gree amendment in order to either of 
the amendments listed, both the Bryan 
and the Bumpers amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, 
let me just make clear, then, the sta
tus we are in. The Bumpers amendment 
No. 910 is the pending amendment. De
bate will continue on that amendment 
this evening. 

At 9:15 tomorrow morning the Senate 
will return to this bill. Senator BRYAN 
will be recognized to offer his amend
ment. There will be 1 hour of debate on 
that equally divided. Then that will be 
laid aside and there will be 20 minutes 
more of debate on the Bumpers amend
ment. Following that it is my hope 
that between now and tomorrow morn
ing we can get agreement from one of 
our colleagues who has an amendment 
that will be offered; that would take us 
to approximately 10:35, debate that 
until noon, and then the votes would 
occur, as currently scheduled, on the 
Bumpers amendment, then the Bryan 
amendment, and on a third amendment 
if agreement can be reached on that. 

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arkansas. 
Mr. BUMPERS. Again, let me ask the 

majority leader, I understood origi
nally we would go back to the Bumpers 
amendment at 11:40, following the 
Bryan amendment. 
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Mr. MITCHELL. If we start on the 
Bryan amendment at 9:15 and debate 
for 1 hour, we would be back on the 
Bumpers amendment at 10:15 for 20 
minutes, from 10:15 until 10:35. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Madam President, I 
hate to be the skunk at the lawn party. 
We are supposed to mark up the Cali
fornia desert bill in the morning, which 
is my bill-it is really Senator FEIN
STEIN and Senator BOXER'S bill-at 10 
o'clock. 

Is there any way to move? Can you 
put another amimdment in there and 
postpone my additional 20 minutes for, 
say, an hour? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent the previous 
agreement be modified so that the 20 
minutes remaining for debate on the 
Bumpers amendment tomorrow occur 
between 11:40 a.m. and noon rather 
than immediately following the debate 
on the Bryan amendment as previously 
requested. 

Mr. BUMPERS. I thank the majority 
leader for that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection it is so 
ordered. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Will the majority 
leader yield? As I understand it, then, 
this evening there would only be de
bate on the ASRM and that no amend
ments could be offered tonight on the 
bill? 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, it 
is my understanding that the Bumpers 

·amendment is pending, therefore it 
would take unanimous consent to set 
that aside for any other amendment to 
be offered. 

I inquire of the Chair whether my un
derstanding in that respect is correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct; a unanimous consent 
request would be in order to set aside 
the Bumpers amendment. 

Mr. MITCHELL. So I think it is the 
clear intention of all that what oc
curred this evening is merely more de
bate on the Bumpers amendment. Obvi
ously, once a Senator gets the floor, a 
Senator can speak on any subject he or 
she wishes. I do not think it is any in
tention that any amendments be of
fered. 

What we do hope is that the gap be
tween the Bryan amendment, debate 
on which will conclude at 10:15 a.m., 
and the resumption of debate on the 
Bumpers amendment, which will occur 
at 11:40 a.m., will be filled by another 
amendment to be offered, with a vote 
on that scheduled to occur following 
the now-scheduled votes on Bumpers 
and Bryan, which will begin at noon. 

So I request of the managers that 
they make their usual diligent effort to 
try to line up such an amendment-at 
least one-so that time will not be 
wasted. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, if the 
Senator from Utah and the Senator 
from Maine will allow me just to inter-

ject for about a minute here, if I can 
have my colleagues' attention. The dis
tinguished Senator from Maryland has 
been doing a great job in moving this 
bill forward. Having brought appropria
tions bills to this floor, I empathize 
with her in trying to get a finite list of 
amendments and get the bill com
pleted. 

I can tell my colleagues, there is an
other reason for doing this. The foreign 
operations bill is directly behind us. 
We are all aware of what happened in 
Russia today. I met with the President 
of the United States this evening and 
talked about the foreign aid bill, about 
conversations he had with President 
Yeltsin and others. I think it is abso
lutely essential to think of our own na
tional security, to go forward with our 
foreign operations appropriations as 
quickly as we can. It does not mean the 
President is going to send money im
mediately to Russia or anywhere else 
in the NIS, Newly Independent States, 
without knowing what the situation is 
going to be. But as the leader of the 
free world and as the one superpower in 
the world, the President has to have 
that ability to be able to act. 

There is another reason for moving 
very quickly. We have to pass this bill. 
It already has about a hundred dif
ferences with the House bill. We then 
have to go to conference-keeping in 
mind the fact that we are going to 
break for the religious holiday on Fri
day-get it conferenced, get the con
ference report adopted by the House, 
get it adopted by the Senate and signed 
into law by midnight September 30, or 
about two-thirds of the Russian aid, or 
Newly Independent States aid for all of 
it-Russia, Ukraine, everywhere else
two-thirds of that is lost. 

The flexibility that the President 
also needs in dealing with the peace 
process between the Israelis and PLO, 
that the Israelis want him to have, ob
viously the Palestinians want him to 
have, obviously the American people 
want him to have, that is in limbo at a 
time when the President wants to 
move forward. Both the Palestinians 
and the Israelis are turning to the one 
country that can bring that kind of 
leadership saying bring us together on 
this very difficult road to peace follow
ing one of the most historic events we 
witnessed a week ago with the signing 
of the peace agreement on the South 
lawn of the White House. 

So what I am saying is, please help 
the distinguished Senator from Mary
land and the distinguished Senator 
from Texas in getting their bill 
through quickly because, frankly, if we 
are not on the foreign operations bill 
tomorrow, and hopefully either fin
ished tomorrow or in the wee hours of 
Thursday morning, we run a real risk 
of not getting that bill through. 

So I have had numerous colleagues, 
Republicans and Democrats, telling me 
of their support for the foreign oper-

ations bill. I have had numerous col
leagues, Republicans and Democrats, 
tell me of their support for the Israeli
Palestinian peace process. And I will 
tell my colleagues, time is running out. 
If we are not completed really within a 
day, day and a half, we are gone. Much 
of that flexibility that we need as a Na
tion and is supported by a vast major
ity of Republicans and Democrats on 
this floor is going to be lost. 

So I implore Republicans to work 
with their distinguished leader, and 
Democrats to work with our distin
guished leader. I know the two leaders 
strongly support getting this bill 
passed. Please help us on it. 

Madam President, I thank you very 
much, and I thank the distinguished 
leader and my distinguished friend 
from Utah. I thank them for their 
usual courtesy. 

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma

jority leader. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
further ask unanimous consent that at 
10:15 a.m. tomorrow, Senator NICKLES 
be recognized to offer an amendment 
on national service; that there be a 
time limitation of 1 hour for debate on 
the amendment, with no second-degree 
amendment in order thereto, with the 
time equally divided and controlled in 
the usual form; and that when the time 
is used or yielded back, the Nickles 
amendment be temporarily laid aside; 
and that the Senate resume consider
ation and debate on the Bumpers 
amendment 910, pursuant to the pre
vious order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is in ob
jection? Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
further ask unanimous consent that 
after the disposition of the Bryan 
amendment, without intervening ac
tion or debate, the Senate proceed to 
vote on or in relation to the Nickles 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, 

therefore, the Senate will tomorrow 
morning debate three amendments: 
Senator BRYAN'S amendment, Senator 
NICKLES' amendment and the pending 
amendment by Senator BUMPERS, and 
will vote on those three amendments-
the Bumpers amendment first, the 
Bryan amendment second and the 
Nickles amendment third-beginning 
at noon tomorrow. 

In view of these agreements, there 
will be no further rollcall votes this 
evening. The Senate will remain in ses
sion for further debate on the pending 
Bumpers amendment. 

If I may respond to the distinguished 
Senator from Vermont with respect to 
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his point, as he and other Senators are 
aware, I attempted earlier to obtain an 
agreement that would have permitted 
us to complete action on this bill by 5 
p.m. tomorrow, at which time it was 
my intention to proceed to the foreign 
operations bill. Objection was made to 
that request and we now will explore 
other alternatives in an effort to com
plete action on this bill tomorrow at 
the earliest feasible time, and then to 
proceed to the foreign operations bill. 
So we are mindful of the concerns 
which he has raised, and we will do our 
best to see if we can get to that bill as 
soon as possible. 

Madam President, I thank the Sen
ator from Utah for his courtesy, and I 
yield the floor. 

Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Utah has the floor. 
Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I 

want to support the courageous initia
tives taken by my good friend from Ar
kansas to eliminate the advanced solid 
rocket motor. I do not always agree 
with my friend on defense and space is
sues, but I have never hesitated to ad
mire what I consider to be his solid de
termination to control spending and 
reduce the deficit. 

Madam President, I want to con
gratulate the distinguished Senator 
from Arkansas for offering this amend
ment, and arguing for it. I think he is 
right. 

I would like to give 10 solid reasons 
why the Senator from Arkansas is cor
rect on this topic. 

First, ASRM is a make-work pro
gram-something the media commonly 
refers to as pork. It has been attacked 
as wasteful by reputable groups-vir
tually every major scientific organiza
tion in the Nation-and even such pop
ular media journals as the Reader's Di
gest. When the House nearly killed it 
last year, it was resurrected only by a 
last-minute smoke-filled room type of 
deal that traded away veterans' hous
ing, think of it, veterans' housing, to 
find the money for this wasteful pro
gram. 

Second, ASRM has a 100-percent cost 
overrun, and is nearly 6 years behind 
schedule. NASA stated its original 
costs to be $1.67 billion in 1988. Today, 
we are looking at a $3.7 to $3.9 billion 
bill. The ASRM's 1994 launch date has 
now been pushed to the year 2000. 

Third, look at the opposition. The 
Bush administration, virtually every 
major environmental group, Dan 
Quayle, who was President Bush's "Mr. 
Space." And, every major taxpayer or
ganization and other antiwaste groups. 
I ask unanimous consent that a letter 
from 13 such groups adamantly oppos
ing the environmental and wasteful 
consequences of adopting the ASRM be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

FRIENDS OF THE EARTH, NATIONAL 
TAXPAYERS UNION, NATIONAL AU
DUBON SOCIETY, MILITARY TOXICS 
PROJECT, SIERRA CLUB, CITIZENS 
FOR A HEALTHY ENVIRONMENT, EN
VIRONMENTAL COALITION OF MIS
SISSIPPI, 20/20 VISION NATIONAL 
PROJECT, NATURAL RESOURCES 
DEFENSE COUNCIL, NATIONAL 
WILDLIFE FEDERATION, SIERRA 
CLUB LEGAL DEFENSE FUND, 
COUNCIL FOR CITIZENS AGAINST 
GOVERNMENT WASTE, FEDERATION 
OF AMERICAN SCIENTISTS 

August 10, 1993. 
Hon. BARBARA A. MIKULSKI, 
Chair, Subcommittee on VA , HUD, and Inde

pendent Agencies, Senate Appropriations 
Committee, Washington , DC. 

DEAR MADAM CHAIR: On June 24 of this 
year the House voted 379 to 43 to kill NASA's 
wasteful and polluting Advanced Solid Rock
et Motor (ASRM) program. We urge you to 
cancel this program in your Subcommittee's 
FY94 VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies 
appropriations bill. 

The overwhelming show of support for the 
House amendment offered by Representative 
Klug sent a signal that Congress is serious 
about killing this pork-barrel program this 
year. A bipartisan companion bill in the Sen
ate (S. 520, sponsored by Sens. Bumpers and 
Cohen) has already attracted a number of co
sponsors. 

The ASRM has serious fiscal and environ
mental problems. The program is already six 
years behind schedule and 100 percent over 
budget. The Congressional Budget Office es
timates that cancellation of the ASRM will 
save taxpayers Sl.6 billion over the next five 
years. For these reasons, groups such as the 
National Taxpayers Union, Citizens Against 
Government Waste, and Citizens for a Sound 
Economy have all joined in the fight to kill 
the ASRM. 

Environmental groups have also rallied 
against this rocket program. During testing, 
the ASRM will emit hydrochloric acid which 
contributes to acid rain and toxic heavy 
metals which will irrevocably damage land, 
wetlands, fish, and wildlife in southern Mis
sissippi. ASRM test will also threaten 
human health with the release of acid-coated 
particulates that complicate and create res
piratory problems. 

Finally, if and when the ASRM is launched 
it will emit chemicals that will react with 
and harm the stratospheric ozone layer. In 
response to these threats, numerous environ
mental organizations have opposed the 
ASRM including Citizens for a Healthy Envi
ronment, a group formed by southern Mis
sissippi residents determined to fight ASRM 
testing and protect their families . 

Last year, after the House voted to kill the 
ASRM, the Senate gave the program $50 mil
lion which was parlayed into $360 million in 
conference. We are determined to prevent 
this from happening again this year. NASA's 
already overburdened budget cannot support 
unneeded pork-barrel projects like the 
ASRM. Cutting funding for the ASRM is one 
of the hard choices that Congress must make 
if NASA's long-term budget plans are to be 
brought back down to earth. Please help pro
tect the environment and reduce unneces
sary spending by canceling further funding 
of the ASRM. 

Sincerely, 
Ralph De Gennaro, Director, Appropria

tions Project, Friends of the Earth. 
Jill Lancelot, Director, Congressional Af

fairs, National Taxpayers Union. 
On behalf of: 

Brock Evans, Vice President for National 
Issues, National Audubon Society. 

Cathy Hinds, Director, Military Toxics 
Project. 

Lydia Schultz, President, Citizens for a 
Healthy Environment, Bay St. Louis, MS. 

Sharon Newsome, Vice President, Re
sources Conservation Dept., National Wild
life Federation. 

Dr. Robert Esher, Head, DeLisle Environ
mental Laboratory, Mississippi State Uni
versity. 

William Kulick, on behalf of: Sierra Club 
Mississippi Chapter. 

Jamie Boyll, President, Environmental Co
alition of Mississippi , Waveland, MS. 

Suellen Lowry, Staff Attorney, Sierra Club 
Legal Defense Fund. 

Steven Aftergood, Senior Research Ana
lyst, Federation of American Scientists. 

Lynne White, Prominent loqal activist, 
New Orleans, LA. 

Tom Schatz, President, Council for Citi
zens Against Government Waste. 

Robin Caiola, Legislative Director, 20/20 
Vision National Project. 

Debbie Sease, Legislative Director, Sierra 
Club. 

David Hawkins, Atmospheric/Energy Pro
gram Coordinator, Natural Resources De
fense Council. 

*Affiliation for identification purposes 
only. 

Mr. HATCH. Fourth, and this is an 
argument that touches a raw nerve for 
me, Mississippi will not lose a single 
job, or will not lose significant jobs if 
ASRM is canceled. My State, Utah, 
does lose 1,000 to 1,200 jobs even if 
ASRM is eliminated. 

Where will these jobs go? They go to 
Mississippi to work on what is clearly 
the preferred alternative, a redesigned 
SRM that is available, was built more 
cheaply, and is more safe than the 
drawing board ASRM alternative. 

Fifth, I want a good space program, 
but ASRM will make our already crip
pled space effort even worse. That is 
why President Bush and Vice President 
Quayle tried to end it. 

The Federation of American Sci
entists said that it creates a dangerous 
environmental hazard. The National 
Research Council and the Aerospace 
Safety Advisory Panel said that it 
lacks technical merit. And even the 
voice of the space community, Space 
News, has admitted that NASA cannot 
have everything and ASRM should be 
the first to be eliminated. 

Sixth, ASRM has split the Congress. 
The House rejected it. In House de
bates, the economics of the program 
were attacked as simply wasteful. Even 
the administration's usual supporters 
were offended by the new tactic of sud
denly inserting Russian space interests 
into our program. 

Does anyone know the status of the 
Russian space program? I do. The 
launch pads are in desperate shape. 
Equipment is rusting from non
maintenance. It has been cited by 
space expert James Oberg as a "night
mare." Even Radio Moscow has called 
the Russian space program a joke. 

Seventh, the Bush administration op
posed ASRM. It urged the budget be' ze
roed for the fiscal 1993 and fiscal 1994 
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budgets. Even congressional supporters 
of NASA changed positions after hear
ing the Bush administration argu
ments. 

Eighth, ASRM is simply bad for the 
environment. Each ground test will 
generate over 100 tons of hydrogen 
chloride gas, damaging to the wetlands 
and contributing to the acid rain in the 
Mississippi testing region. The chlorine 
contributes further to ozone depletion, 
and the aluminum particulates in the 
fuel are well-known contributors or 
sources of respiratory problems. 

Ninth, we do not need the ASRM. 
Successive GAO findings have said it is 
unnecessary for launching the space 
station and fulfills no scientific or en
gineering purpose. The same studies 
point to the redesigned SRM as being 
preferable for assuring shuttle safety. 
In fact, the same study noted that the 
ASRM program called for such cost
cutting measures as elimination of the 
rocket's 0-rings' leaks check. These 
were the cause of the Challenger acci
dent. 

Madam President, a February 1993 
CBO report cites a savings of $1.6 bil
lion from cancellation of the ASRM, 
while stating further that NASA itself 
would be willing to rely on the rede
signed SRM which the report says "is 
performing well." 

I submit this extract from the CBO 
report for the RECORD, Madam Presi
dent. I ask unanimous consent it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[Congress of the United States, 
Congressional Budget Office] 

REDUCING THE DEFICIT: SPENDING AND 
REVENUE OPTIONS 

(A Report to the Senate and House 
Committees on the Budget) 

CANCEL THE NASA DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM FOR THE 
ADVANCED SOLID ROCKET MOTOR 

Annual savings (millions of dollars) Cumu-

Savings from CBO baseline lative 5-

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 year 
savings 

Budget authority ................ 370 380 390 400 410 1,950 
Outlays ...... .............. ........ ... 170 320 360 380 400 1,650 

The National Aeronautics and Space Ad
ministration (NASA) is developing the Ad
vanced Solid Rocket Motor (ASRM) to re
place the redesigned solid rocket motor cur
rently used to launch the space shuttle. Can
celing the ASRM program could save $1.6 bil
lion from 1994 through 1998, relative to the 
CBO baseline. President Bush's budget re
quest for 1993 proposed canceling the pro
gram, but the Congress chose to continue 
funding. 

NASA initiated the ASRM program to im
prove the safety of the space shuttle and to 
increase the weight of the payloads it can 
carry. But NASA's own Aerospace Safety Ad
visory Panel points out that the redesigned 
rocket booster is performing well. According 
to the panel, investments in other parts of 
the shuttle system- for example, the turbo 
pumps that provide fuel to the space shut
tle 's main engines-would enhance the safety 

of the shuttle more than would investment 
in the ASRM. As for increasing the carrying 
capacity of the space shuttle by 12,000 
pounds, only the space station program bene
fits from the increase in capability. The 
ASRM would serve the space station pro
gram in two ways: the shuttle would be able 
to deploy the space station in fewer flights, 
and the risky activity of moving equipment 
from the shuttle to the space station's mod
ules would l.le reduced because the modules 
could be more fully equipped when launched. 

The ASRM program can be questioned as 
an investment regardless of its role in the 
space station program. It is unlikely that 
the shuttle system will be operated after 
2020. If the program's anticipated cost of $3 
billion were spread over 200 shuttle flights, a 
number sufficient to fly the vehicle eight 
times a year between 1996 and 2020, develop
ing the ASRM would add $15 million to the 
cost of each flight. Predicted decreases in 
the acquisition cost of ASRM boosters com
pared with the cost of redesigned solid rock
et boosters could offset part of these in
creased costs. 

A 1991 report on the ASRM program by the 
National Research Council raised other ques
tions. The report indicated that significant 
design and manufacturing problems may in
crease the cost of the program and delay the 
introduction of the booster. Indeed, a 1992 
General Accounting Office report found that 
between January 1988 and July 1992, the cost 
of development for the ASRM increased by 95 
percent; the rocket's first flight has slipped 
by more than 24 months. If the development 
of the ASRM is further delayed, it could not 
be used to deploy the space station unless 
the schedule for that also slips. If the boost
er costs more to develop than NASA has an
ticipated, its addition to the average cost of 
a shuttle flight would be even greater than 
the $15 million noted above. 

The case for the ASRM program rests pri
marily on its ability to support the deploy
ment of the space station. Additional bene
fits that could accrue from the program in
clude demonstrating the application of ad
vanced manufacturing technology to launch
vehicle production, and the possibility that 
the booster could be used in space launch 
systems developed in the future. 

Mr. HATCH. Finally, Madam Presi
dent, there is a better alternative, as I 
have intimated. We are already devel
oping alternative propulsion systems 
that have nearly made ASRM obsolete, 
or certainly will at the slow rate its 
construction is progressing. In fact, in 
hearings on the ASRM the American 
Institute of Aeronautics and Astronau
tics has labeled it a dead-end develop
ment. Alternative rocket motors are 
simply better in terms of the econom
ics of propulsion as well as safety. The 
alternatives are fail-safe and produce 
low levels of toxic exhaust. And let me 
add that the RSRM has just this month 
been hailed by NASA for having "no 
flight safety issues." 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of the NASA letter dated September 14, 
1993, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND 
SPACE ADMINISTRATION, 

Marshall Space Flight Center, AL. 
Date: September 14, 1993. 

Subject: RSRM Process-Product Integrity 
Audit (PPIA) Results . 

THIOKOL CORP. 
Attn: Mr. George Alford, 
Brigham City, UT. 

It is my pleasure to forward to you the en
closed letter from Mr. Jim Ehl congratulat
ing Thiokol for " an extensive, comprehen
sive , and thorough review" during the Phase 
II Process-Product Integrity Audit. The re
sults of the Phase II Audit confirmed the 
findings of the Thiokol " Redline" teams and 
identified no flight safety issues. The con
fidence expressed in the Thiokol manufac
turing-quality system is attributable to 
every individual that makes up the RSRM 
team. 

America relies upon the safety and reli
ability of the RSRMs to support the manned 
space flight program. To fulfill this expecta
tion , it is absolutely critical that we remain 
vigilant against complacency and that each 
RSRM team member continue to improve 
the efficiency, quality, reliability, and safety 
within their area of responsibility. 

Please accept my appreciation for a job 
well done in support of the PPIA, and convey 
my thanks to the entire RSRM team. 

VICTOR K. HENSON, 
Manager, RSRM Project Office. 

Mr. HATCU. Madam President, I 
hope that I have demonstrated that 
ASRM simply has no justifiable place 
in a space program that needs to be 
noted for quality and not for conven
ience. Although I have great sympathy 
for my friends from Mississippi, I have 
to say that they are not going to lose 
if ASRM is shut down. They will gain 
jobs and they will, I think, benefit 
from whatever program, especially if 
the SRM Program continues. 

Madam President, I appreciate being 
given this opportunity to make these 
points. I know there are others who 
feel otherwise, but I think these sci
entific points have to be made and that 
they should be adhered to and we ought 
to listen to them. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG and Mr. HEFLIN 

addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Alabama. 
Mr. HEFLIN. Madam President, I rise 

today in strong support for the ad
vanced solid rocket motor known as 
the ASRM. 

I think there are several factors that 
we have to bear in mind as we consider 
this debate. First, the safety of the 
shuttle and its current solid rocket 
motors. 

Second, the fact that completing the 
ASRM will result in over $100 million 
in cost savings compared to the contin
ued use of the current solid rocket 
motor even if this space station pro
gram was terminated. 

Now, this is something I think we 
ought to bear in mind as we try to re
duce the deficit. Actually, it would 
cost today, regardless of its relation
ship to the space station, but just 
through its use with the shuttle alone, 
$100 million more to terminate this 
program than it would cost to com
plete it. 
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If the ASRM is used to launch the 

space station, we will have a net deficit 
reduction of $2.5 billion versus continu
ing with the present motor. If the 
ASRM is used to launch the space sta
tion as is planned, it would actually 
cost $2.5 billion more to terminate the 
program than it would to go ahead and 
complete it. 

Now, if the space station is put in a 
higher orbit, such as the 51.6-degree in
clination that is now being considered 
by the President in possible relation
ship with the Russians, the ASRM is 
the only rocket motor that can reach 
that orbit. 

But let us not forget that shuttle 
safety is the primary issue. I think 
sometimes we have forgotten this and 
stressed other issues like 51.6 orbit and 
extra lift. The primary issue is safety, 
the safety of the astronauts that are 
aboard the shuttle. 

The ASRM was born out of disaster, 
the Challenger explosion, an accident 
attributed to a design considered unac
ceptably sensitive to a number of fac
tors including but not limited to the 0-
ring design. It became clear that the 
Nation must pursue a second source 
supplier and a new or an advanced solid 
rocket motor for the space shuttle. 

It was not Congressman WHITTEN or 
some other Members of Congress who 
were interested in pork who created 
this program but instead a Presidential 
Commission that reviewed the causes 
of the Challenger explosion. That Com
mission came up with the rec
ommendation that there be a com
pletely new advanced solid rocket 
motor built, that a redesign was insuf
ficient. 

They also said it would take some 
time to do this. In the meantime, we 
ought to have an interim solid rocket 
motor. So NASA developed what is 
known as the revised solid rocket 
motor. It was built on the idea of try
ing to provide changes and improve
ments but it still had the 0-ring in it 
which was the cause of the Challenger 
disaster. 

Congress also became concerned that 
there was no control over the single 
source, contractor-owned facility that 
produced the disastrous old solid rock
et motor. The decision at that time 
was that we would recompete the con
tract on the rocket motor production 
and get a Government-owned, contrac
tor operated facility which would give 
NASA greater control over those as
pects of the program affecting safety. 

The true result of these initiatives 
was the advanced solid rocket motor to 
be manufactured in Yellow Creek, MS, 
4 miles from the Alabama border. Of 
course, I have to admit that I have a 
parochial interest in this. But far be
yond that, the issue of safety is what 
compels me to speak in regard to this 
and why I have worked so hard on it. 

NASA is currently using the rede
signed solid rocket motor known as the 

ASRM to launch the space shuttle. The 
motor was never seen as anything more 
than a interim measure, a quick fix, to 
keep the shuttle flying while the real 
solution, the ASRM, was being devel
oped. The primary cause of the 0-ring 
leak that resulted in the Challenger's 
explosion was fixed but the threat of 
another 0-ring leak remains. There 
have been certain things that have oc
curred that show this clearly. 

In September of 1992, during a pro
posed launch test, a leak was discov
ered in the shuttle's rockets 0-ring. 

I have before me the Orlando Senti
nel which revealed that a recent test 
showed that there was a leak in the 
shuttle rocket's 0-ring. The problem in 
the booster rocket is similar to the one 
that led to the Challenger's explosion. 

This article goes into details. While 
it was admirable that NASA and the 
manufacturer were honest about this 
problem, it nevertheless points out 
that there is still problems with the 0-
ring. 

There were two Associated Press 
news releases which verify the Orlando 
Sentinel's story. At the proper time in 
regard to the debate, I will enter them 
into the RECORD. 

The ASRM will provide a more reli
able and robust booster which will 
greatly enhance the space shuttle's 
launch safety. 

First, the ASRM will not have any 0-
rings, completely eliminating the 
cause of failure which brought about 
the Challenger's explosion. Other im
provements, including fewer joints de
signed into the motor, the elimination 
of asbestos insulation-and we are 
using the present rocket motor today 
with asbestos insulation in it-and a 
propellant design that minimizes the 
need to throttle down the main engines 
during ascent are also incorporated in 
the new motor. Each of these enhance
ments is designed to reduce the sen
sitivity and increase the reliability of 
the boosters. This new design should 
reduce the possibility of having to 
abort a mission and return to the 
launch site if one of the Shuttle's liq
uid fuel main engines shuts down early 
in launch. For some missions, the 
ASRM reduces this window of vulner
ability by up to half. The present solid 
rocket motor uses a series of joints, 
bolts, and seals which the pressure of 
the firing tends to open. But the ASRM 
is designed so that the pressure acts to 
close its joints, thus reducing by 88 
percent the potential for gas leaks such 
as the one that led to the Challenger's 
destruction. 

The manufacturing facility at Yellow 
Creek made use of nearly $300 million 
in infrastructure which stood idle when 
the Yellow Creek· nuclear plant con
struction was canceled by TV A. The 
economic impact of the loss of that nu
clear plant on the local area was stag
gering. Unemployment grew to double 
digits. The ASRM Program acquired 

this site for $5 million and began the 
process of converting it for use as an 
ASRM manufacturing facility employ
ing nearly 2,000 people during construc
tion and 1,200 permanent employees. 

The plant is state of the art, highly 
automated and fully adheres to the 
principle of greater competition in 
Federal procurement. Automated pro
duction is expected to reduce human 
error in manufacturing shuttle motors 
considerably. 

According to NASA, as many as half 
of· the past solid rocket motor discrep
ancies result from human involvement 
in the manufacturing process. The new 
plant will automate a wide range of 
production facilities including mixing 
propellants, supplying insulation and 
adhesives and cleaning motor cases. 

The emphasis on this new design is 
safety. The reason is simple. The shut
tle is a unique and vital national sys
tem which transports a most precious 
national asset: the men and women 
who fly in it in the pursuit of scientific 
and technological advancement. 

Opponents of the program have said, 
"Well, the present motor has flown 
successfully." Senator BUMPERS stated 
that as of October 1992 there were 26 
flights in which the present rocket 
motor had been used and there has 
been no disaster. 

Actually, the shuttle had flown suc
cessfully on nearly that number of 
flights when the fateful 25th mission 
took place and took the lives of the 
gallant Americans, including the first 
teacher in space. 

There have now been 33 successful 
flights since the Challenger's explosion. 
I do not think that there is a great deal 
of difference between 33 and 25. You 
cannot, in my judgment, say that 33 
successful flights means that now you 
have a safe rocket motor. 

There are those that would conclude 
that there is no need for an enhance
ment to a solid rocket motor design 
after 33 launches, but I am not one of 
those. 

I could not tell our current and fu
ture generations of American astro
nauts that safe enough is good enough. 
The current system relies on 30-year
old technology in solid rocket propel
lants. Manufacturing relies heavily on 
human intervention in the process, an 
intervention that we have already 
heard causes 50 percent of manufactur
ing discrepancies. The current manu
facturing processes include the prac-

. tice of batch mixing in which about 165 
individual containers of propellant are 
mixed in separate facilities to avoid 
large explosions and then transported 
to be poured into the motor. 

In the ASRM production facility, the 
propellant would be continuously 
mixed and directly poured in to the 
motor cases. ASRM provides safety en
hancement for both the astronauts who 
use it and the dedicated employees who 
manufacture it. A practical and cost-
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effective attribute of the ASRM design 
is that it produces 12,000 pounds of ad
ditional lift at a cost per flight set al
most one-third less than the current 
system. 

Since ASRM can lift a greater pay
load, the cost per pound to orbit will be 
significantly reduced. A payload re
quiring 13 flights of the shuttle under 
the current system could be delivered 
using only 10 flights with the ASRM. 

The opponents of ASRM argue that 
its termination would save scarce fund
ing resources. This is simply not the 
case. Even if the ASRM Program is not 
used in conjunction with the space sta
tion, if it is not used at all with the 
space station, the United States will 
save approximately $100 million over 10 
years by using the new motor on the 
space shuttle. 

I base this statement on the fact that 
the cost difference between the current 
flight motor set and ASRM over this 
period would amount to $1.4 billion, 
and the contract termination liabil
ities are $300 million, which combined 
total $100 million more than the $1.6 
billion needed to finish the program. 

In calculating that, you figure that 
there is between seven and eight flights 
of the shuttle per year. This number 
will certainly increase in the event 
that we do not go forward with the 
space station. So you fly 8 missions a 
year at $18 million per flight, multi
plied by 10 years, and you come out $1.4 
billion. 

This is a matter of true savings. It 
would cost more to terminate the 
ASRM Program than it would to go 
forward to complete it. 

If the cost saving of using the ASRM 
to put the space station in orbit are 
considered, the figures become even 
more compelling. Based upon non
recurring investment costs and 10 
years of operating costs, NASA would 
experience $4.05 billion in additional 
expenses if the ASRM Program is can
celed. 

First, in making up these are con
tract termination costs, $300 million. 

Second, extra shuttle flights will be 
needed to deliver the supplies to the 
space station due to less lift capability 
per flight of the ASRM, costing $225 
million. 

Third, a 9-month slip in the space 
station schedule will cost $1.1 billion. 

Fourth, additional shuttle flights 
needed for the space station station op
erations, will cost $1.1 billion over 10 
years. 

Fifth, the unit cost differential be
tween the current flight set and ASRM 
flight set, which I mentioned pre
viously, at $18 million per set over 10 
years will cost $1.4 billion. 

Compare this to the $1.6 billion need
ed to complete the ASRM development 
and bring it to operational status, and 
you have a net savings of $2.5 billion. 
This cost comparison has been submit
ted to NASA, and they have verified 
these cost evaluations. 

NASA has also identified a number of 
indirect costs to be incurred if ASRM 
is terminated, including the costs asso
ciated with the program to eliminate 
asbestos from the redesigned solid 
rocket motor. 

There are those who would state that 
the ASRM will not be ready in time to 
support the launch and assembly of the 
space station. This is not the case. The 
completion date of the ASRM project 
has been slipping due to yearly con
gressional cu ts to the program budget. 
But even though it has been consist
ently underfunded, the program is re
markably intact. The manufacturing 
facility in Yellow Creek is near com
pletion. It is to be completed by the 
end of 1994. 

I have here a photograph showing 
how much of this has been completed. 
Here are the buildings which have been 
built. As you can see, this is a large 
complex near completion. Here is an
other close-up picture showing more 
detail. 

As Senator COCHRAN argued in his 
speech, it would be very foolish now, at 
this time, when it is so near to being 
completed, for it to be terminated. 

There are other issues pending, such 
as the level of participation of the Rus
sian scientific community in the space 
station. If it is decided to allow the 
Russians to join the program, it is very 
likely that the station will be placed in 
a 51.6-degree inclination orbit, which is 
far higher than had been originally 
planned. This being the case, the addi
tional lift of the ASRM becomes vi
tally important. The current rocket 
motor simply does not have sufficient 
lift capacity to put the station into 
this orbit, as this letter from the 
NASA Administrator indicates. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
letter be printed in the RECORD at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. HEFLIN. Madam President, it 

states that the ASRM is NASA's obvi
ous choice to provide the extra lift 
needed to put the station in the high 
inclination orbit, either by itself or in 
concert with other improvements. 

While we are on this subject, there 
has been this issue raised about the 
possibility of an aluminum/lithium 
tank and some other matters. It has 
been suggested that the higher space 
station orbit now being discussed by 
the United States and Russian nego
tiators is achievable without ASRM. 

I recently had a conversation with 
Dan Goldin, the Administrator of 
NASA, and he told me and other Mem
bers of Congress at that particular 
time that the aluminum/lithium tank 
would not be the method used, as it 
could not provide the lift. 

Some suggest that the ASRM can be 
replaced by such enhancements to the 
space transportation system as the use 

of single-use boosters, which have no 
recovery system, or the development of 
a lightweight aluminum/lithium tank 
and the operation of the space shuttle 
main engines at 107 percent of their 
rated power. However, the cost of a 
nonrecoverable flight set of single-use 
boosters is approximately $130 million, 
which is almost three times the cost of 
a set of ASRM boosters. 

The aluminum/lithium external tank 
is only in the initial stage of concep
tual development. No development 
funds have yet been programmed for 
this purpose. It, too, will have a higher 
unit cost than the ASRM boosters. The 
payload gain made possible through 
the use of such a tank, once fully de
veloped and operational, as now pro
jected even under optimistic scenarios, 
is to be about half-a-ton smaller than 
originally proposed. 

Finally, the in-flight operation of the 
space shuttle main engines at 107 per
cent of rated power is something that 
has never been done before. It requires 
exhaustion of the reserve which has 
been previously designated only for at
tempts to avoid the termination of the 
flight. 

So, in regard to this aluminum/lith
ium tank, I feel that to abandon ASRM 
and pursue the tank alone is a serious 
mistake. 

A vote on the floor to cut the ASRM 
funding is a vote to accept, without in
vestigation, the unknown costs and 
significant risks involved in these pro
posed alternatives to the ASRM. 

But regardless of the question of the 
space station, regardless of the issue of 
51.6 degrees deviation orbit, the main 
issue comes back to safety, an issue 
that I think we should never lose sight 
of during this debate. 

In addition to the things that I men
tioned in these newspaper articles 
about the 0-ring question and whether 
or not the 0-ring would be safe, the 
present rocket motor does not meet 
the flight safety requirements of 
NASA. It is necessary that NASA grant 
numerous waivers and deviations in 
order to permit the launch of the shut
tle with the current rocket motor. 

For example, on January 13, 1993, 
three permanent and eight flight-spe
cific waivors were required because of 
the inability of the present solid rocket 
motor design to meet established flight 
safety requirements. While improve
ments have been made to the pressure 
seal that failed on the Challenger, prob
lems still exist in other seals in the 
present solid rocket motors we are 
using. Leaks occur on almost every 
flight. The present solid rocket motor's 
structure does not meet minimum 
structural strength requirements re
garding buckling during the ignition of 
the shuttle's main engines. The present 
solid rocket motor's solid propellant is 
unable to withstand long-term expo
sure .to high humidity, and thus a safe
ty requirement regarding the risk in
volved with such propellant is waived 
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on every present solid rocket motor 
that is being used. 

The solid rocket motor propellant 
that we are using today does not meet 
the required structure of safety factors 
which were intended to compensate for 
uncertainty and variability in mate
rials manufacturing, loads, and envi
ronments. Cracks routinely occur in 
the present motor propellant and such 
cracks could lead to critical over
pressuriza ti on. 

Let me mention another thing in re
gard to taking the recovery equipment 
off the RSRM to provide additional 
life. There are safety factors that are 
very important relative to the issue of 
inspection after you recover the solid 
rocket motors. These are the motors 
that fell off the shuttle into the ocean 
and we are able to recover them. They 
are then tested to determine whether 
or not there are cracks or there are de
fects that occurred during the flight. 

That safety factor had been used in 
the past to allow us to be able to learn 
from our experience. If a non
recoverable RSRM is used, this infor
mation will be lost and flight safety 
will be reduced. 

I think the Senate has a choice to 
make. We can terminate this program 
and rely on the existing rocket motor 
which has questionable safety, uses 
outdated technology, and delays the 
space station program for almost a 
year, or we can field a state-of-the-art, 
ultrasafe motor with a high payload 
lift capacity for less than half the 
price. 

The choice is clear. The ASRM is an 
integral part of the future of the shut
tle system which will probably fly for 
another 30 years. 

I ask Senators to join me in support
ing this critical program and defeating 
this amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
EXHIBIT 1 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND 
SP ACE ADMINISTRATION, 

Washington, DC, September 8, 1993. 
Hon. HOWELL HEFLIN, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR HEFLIN: Thank you for your 
letter of August 31, 1993, regarding the desir
ability of the Advanced Solid Rocket Motor 
(ASRM) program. 

As you correctly observe, additional per
formance will be extremely useful if the 
Space Shuttle is to deploy Space Station ele
ments to higher inclinations, as was rec
ommended by the President's Advisory Com
mittee on the Redesign of the Space Station. 
NASA has examined alternative ways of ob
taining the increased performance necessary, 
and we believe the ASRM-either by itself or 
in concert with other improvements-is the 
most obvious solution. The ASRM is an im
portant consideration as we assess a Space 
Station at higher and lower inclinations. 

NASA and the Administration con
tinue to support the fiscal year 1994 
budget request of $313 million for the 
ASRM program. 

We appreciate your work in support 
of this program and stand ready to as
sist in any way possible. 

Sincerely, 
DANIEL S. GOLDIN, 

Administrator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Utah. 

Mr. BENNETT. Madam President, I 
would expect the Senator from New 
Jersey to speak. Since he is not on the 
floor, I wish to make my statement 
now and trust that he can obtain the 
floor when he returns. 

I listened with interest to the com
ments of my friend from Alabama. In 
many instances, I am on the same side 
of the issues with my friend from Ala
bama, but on this one I am afraid I am 
on the other side. 

He confessed to a parochial interest 
because Yellow Creek is very close to 
Alabama. I must confess to a similar 
parochial interest because the RSRM is 
produced in Brigham City, UT, and rep
resents a substantial Utah interest. 

Like my friend from Alabama, I will 
do my best to set aside the parochial 
interest and address this issue as much 
on the merits as I possibly can. 

It is very correct to say that the 
ASRM was born out of the Challenger 
disaster. It was authorized specifically, 
in quoting the Senate authorizing com
mittee, "to provide added reliability 
and performance with the emphasis on 
the former and not the latter." 

So let us talk about reliability. 
ASRM, conceived to provide more re

liability, has taken a long time, and in 
the meantime the solid rocket motor 
has been redesigned, known as the 
RSRM. And guess what? In the process 
of the redesign to make the RSRM 
safer, it is now the opinion of NASA's 
aerospace safety advisory panel that 
the RSRM that we are now using and 
has flown safely 31 times since its rede
sign-I am not talking about the flight 
prior to the redesign-since its rede
sign the NASA aerospace safety advice 
panel reports: 

On the basis of safety and reliability alone, 
it is questionable whether the ASRM would 
be superior to the RSRM which has under
gone extensive design changes. 

So NASA is saying that the RSRM is 
probably safer than the ASRM, which 
removes the whole reason for the 
ASRM in the first place. 

Now, every RSRM launched has been 
inspected after its use and found by 
NASA to be in excellent condition. 
There has been no indication of any 
kind of the repetition of the kinds of 
design failures that caused the Chal
lenger disaster. With this wealth of 
testing, we can be sure that RSRM is 
working correctly, but we have no such 
assurance with the ASRM because it is 
new technology. So we are faced with 
an interesting circumstance. There is 
new technology that, with scheduling 
delays, cost overruns, technical dif
ficulties, is untested and unproven, and 

competing with a proven record of the 
RSRM. 

It is very clear that on the safety 
issue NASA is satisfied with the 
RSRM. 

Now, let us come to the question of 
high performance. I must respectfully 
disagree with my colleague on the use 
of the aluminum/lithium tank. After 
the safety and reliability questions are 
answered, ASRM shifts the debate and 
says, well, now, we must talk about in
creased thrust. Is the increased thrust 
needed? 

By virtue of the redesign that has 
been made in the space station, which 
we voted on here today, we are not en
tirely sure whether the additional 
thrust is going to be needed or not. But 
if it is-let us assume that it is-is the 
RSRM with the aluminum/lithium 
tank capable of providing the same 
payloads as ASRM? And the answer is 
clearly yes. This is not a controversial 
circumstance. This is not a redesign. 
This is not a new technology. It simply 
consists of, take the current RSRM, 
the solid rocket motors, and put it in a 
tank with a lighter alloy, which simply 
means that the shuttle can carry a 
heavier payload because it is carrying 
less weight. 

The RSRM is a proven technology, a 
safe technology that NASA itself has 
said can be enhanced by a lighter tank. 
The report on the Space Station Alpha 
indicates that not only is NASA satis
fied with the use of an aluminum/lith
ium tank, but Japan, one of our part
ners in the space station activity, wel
comes the adoption of the aluminum/ 
lithium tank. 

There is much more that can be said 
on all of the questions of performance 
capability. I will defer going over all 
the numbers and talk very briefly 
about what I consider to be the core of 
this circumstance. 

If the matter is as compelling as I be
lieve it is, that there is no need for the 
ASRM, given the safety and perform
ance capability of the RSRM, why is it 
not canceled? 

Well, as far as the administration is 
concerned, prior to the election, it was. 

I want to read for the RECORD, and 
then submit to the printed-well, I will 
read it first. It is in better type when I 
read it. When you submit it, it gets in 
that little bitty type that nobody can 
read, so I will read it. This will not 
take the Senate long to listen to it. 

This is a letter dated July 16, 1992, 
from the Vice President of the United 
States, at that time Dan Quayle. 

And, as we all know, starting with 
Jack Kennedy, the Vice President has 
always been given a unique role in the 
Nation's space program. President Ken
nedy did it with Lyndon Johnson and 
the tradition has gone on all the way 
through. It is addressed to a Ms. Lynne 
White in New Orleans, LA. 

DEAR Ms. WHITE: It was a pleasure to meet 
you at the Heritage Foundation's reception 
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in Charleston, South Carolina. Thank you 
very much for your subsequent letter of sup
port and for your kind words. 

I particularly appreciate your strong sup
port for the Administration's proposal to 
terminate the Advanced Solid Rocket Motor 
(ASRM) program. I know this program pro
vides many jobs, and it is always difficult to 
take actions which can harm a local econ
omy. 

However, the needs which underpinned 
ASRM are no longer compelling. Safety 
problems associated with the existing Space 
Shuttle Solid Rocket Motors have been cor
rected and the number of projected space 
shuttle flights ·has declined. There is still 
value in the increased performance which 
ASRM would provide, but alternatives exist. 

The bottom line is that the space program 
doesn' t need ASRM. That is why President 
Bush did not request funds for the program 
in his fiscal year 1993 budget. And, that is 
why the Administration is opposing Congres
sional efforts to continue spending $500 mil
lion a year for this activity. 

I applaud your efforts to put a stop to the 
ASRM program. Keep up the good work. 

Sincerely, 
DAN QUAYLE. 

Since this letter was written, we 
have had an election. And since the 
election, we have had a new Vice Presi
dent who comes from a state where 
there are a number of jobs connected 
with the Yellow Creek facility. 

Since the elevation of the Vice Presi
dent to the position of prominence in 
the administration that the Vice Presi
dent always has with respect to space, 
NASA has magically changed its mind 
about the ASRM. 

Now, Madam President, I have served 
in an administration. I know who sets 
the policy in an administration. 

I remember very clearly the cir
cumstance where the Secretary under 
whom I served had a strong position. 
We went to the White House in support 
of that position. We made our pitch. I 
was involved in the pitch. We came 
back and received word from the White 
House that the President had decided 
against us. 

There were some in that group who 
then started to complain and make 
public statements. Unfortunately, 
these got in the newspaper. I remember 
very clearly the meeting that was held 
where the Under Secretary gathered all 
of us together, all of us who were in a 
policy position, and he said: 

Let me make something very clear. If you 
disagree with the President, you may resign. 
But you may not, in the name of the admin
istration, speak against the position of the 
President of the United States. 

I am sure that same kind of meeting 
has been held in NASA. If the NASA 
scientists who disagree with the Vice 
President of the United States wish to 
keep their jobs, they must now send us 
letters telling us that magically the 
ASRM is suddenly okay. 

I happen to believe the letter that 
Dan Quayle wrote represented the true 
position of NASA on this issue. I think 
the lack of enthusiasm for the ASRM 
on the part of NASA scientists is pret-

ty overwhelming, and they give testi
mony in its favor very reluctantly and 
only under pressure from Members of 
this body. 

I see now, Madam President, that the 
Senator from New Jersey has returned 
to the floor. I am happy to conclude 
my remarks, understanding that the 
time has come for him to make his. 

I simply make it clear that, in my 
opinion, this is a circumstance some
what similar to someone having an 
automobile whose air conditioner 
broke down and was convinced that it 
was necessary to buy a whole new car. 
In the process of waiting for the new 
car, a mechanic fixed his air condi
tioner. It is now working just fine-and 
he still wants a new car. 

For us to say, all right, let us throw 
away the old and go to the new when, 
in fact, we do not need it, would be a 
demonstration of tremendous waste on 
the part of this Government. 

We sat here on the floor. We debated 
the space station. There were some 
heated words said in that period of 
time. 

I am one who supports the space sta
tion. I understand the concern of those 
who are opposed to it, who talked 
about the budget overruns. Voting to 
terminate ASRM is a way, if the people 
are concerned about the budget over
runs, for them to make atonement, if 
you will, on that particular issue. You 
can be for the space station and still be 
against pork if you vote against the 
ASRM. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

a tor from New Jersey. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank my col

league from Utah for his courtesy. 
We are all trying to terminate fund

ing for the ASRM but find ourselves on 
the other side of this issue from our 
distinguished colleague and friend from 
Alabama. And it does not surprise me 
that he enthusiastically supports the 
program. As a matter of fact, I would 
be disappointed if he did n_ot. He has a 
different interest. 

But I would tell you that I hope we 
are going to eliminate funds for the ad
vanced solid rocket motor. It shocks 
me that we continue discussing funding 
for programs that are questionable at 
best, that are most likely to lead no
where in the final analysis, and when 
we have had this wrenching debate of 
some weeks ago when a budget rec
onciliation passed by the skin of the 
Vice President's teeth. It was close 
call, at best. 

Part of the question was whether or 
not we are keeping faith with the 
American people as we ask them to 
shoulder more of a burden in the inter
est of sacrificing to get our country 
back in a recovery mode. And I think it 
is quite common knowledge that I 
voted against it. I am going to do my 
best to make the program work, I can 
tell you that, but I voted against it be-

cause I felt that we had yet to take ad
vantage of the savings that should 
come from reducing expenditures first. 

Madam President, this spring, I in
troduced a bill to terminate funding for 
the advanced solid rocket motor, the 
space station, and the super collider. 
That is quite a triad. I introduced the 
legislation because they are all very 
expensive projects with no visible mis
sion. 

Termination of these programs would 
save over $15 billion over the next 5 
years. We should eliminate these un
necessary expenditures and apply the 
savings toward deficit reduction or to 
make investments that are important 
for future economic growth and provide 
for pressing national needs and, more 
importantly, to keep faith with the 
American people. 

Today, the Senate can eliminate 
funding for the ASRM, the advanced 
solid rocket motor. If the pending 
amendment is adopted we will save on 
this one alone $1.6 billion over the next 
5 years. That is still significant money. 

Madam President, the ASRM started 
out with good intentions. In the wake 
of the Challenger tragedy, a Presi
dential commission recommended that 
NASA develop a new solid rocket 
motor to replace the one that failed 
during the accident. At the time, 
NASA wanted to ensure that a safe, 
solid rocket motor was available to 
launch the space shuttle and have a 
more powerful rocket motor to launch 
heavier payloads required by the space 
station and the Advanced X-ray Astro
physics Facility. Congress approved 
this proposal in 1988 in the NASA au
thorization bill. 

However, since that time the General 
Accounting Office found that, between 
1988 and 1992, the cost of the project in
creased by a mere 95 percent, from a 
total of $1.67 billion to $3.25 billion. 
And during this time in concert with 
that the completion schedule slipped 
by over 21/2 years . . We were not getting 
value but it was matched by taking 
longer. 

Since that time, the existing im
proved solid rocket motor has func
tioned well in over 25 shuttle launches 
since the terrible day the Challenger 
went down. Because the ASRM pro
gram was delayed and the existing 
rocket motor was functioning well, the 
Bush administration took another look 
at the project. 

Then, as we heard from our colleague 
from Utah, the Vice President, then 
Dan Quayle, Chairman of the Space 
Council, commissioned a panel to re
view the need for the ASRM. The Vice 
President concluded, "The bottom line 
is that the space program does not 
need the ASRM.'' 

Therefore, President Bush did not re
quest any funds for the program in the 
fiscal 1993 budget. 

On top of this, the National Research 
Council and NASA's own Aerospace 
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Safety Advisory Panel questioned the 
need for the ASRM. In addition, the po
tential testing and launching of the 
ASRM, it was said, could cause signifi
cant environmental damage. The po
tential testing could damage nearby 
wetlands supporting the Stennis Space 
Flight Center, and the ASRM could 
damage the ozone layer if it was used 
in a launch. 

These environmental consequences 
have created the usual group of organi
zations opposed to the ASRM. They in
clude the National Taxpayers Union, 
National Resources Defense Council, 
Council For Citizens Against Govern
ment Waste, the Sierra Club, Citizens 
for a Sound Economy and Greenpeace. 

This is not often a group that has a 
homogeneous view, but they agree on 
one thing. This program is a waste of 
time and money and potentially can 
cause environmental damage. 

Madam President, the experts agree 
that we do not need the ASRM and we 
ought to heed their advice. This 
amendment is truly in the national in
terest. It eliminates an expensive 
project that space experts have said is 
no longer necessary. It achieves signifi
cant savings and, in my view, keeps 
faith with the promises we made to the 
American people. 

I hope my colleagues will support the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi is recognized. 

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I rise 
in opposition, tonight, to the Bumpers 
amendment. But before I get into some 
remarks I want to commend the distin
guished chairman of the subcommittee 
that has brought this legislation to the 
floor. She has had a very tough job. 
She has faced that job and has handled 
it in a very fine way and did an excel
lent job today. I want to thank her for 
her support for the ASRM. She did sup
port it in the subcommittee that in
cluded $162 million for the advanced 
solid rocket motor. 

When you talk about who supports it 
and who opposes it, I think it is signifi
cant. The chairman of the subcommit
tee supports it, and the ranking mem
ber of the subcommittee, the Senator 
from Texas, Senator GRAMM, supports 
ASRM. I appreciate them for their fine 
work and for their support for the con
tinuation of this project. 

Also, I think I would like to note the 
excellent statement that was made to
night by the distinguished Senator 
from Alabama. He really did a fine job. 
He knows what he is talking about. He 
has been working on the NASA pro
grams and the space program for years 
as a Member of this body. He was a 
member of the Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation Committee and had 
personal, intimate knowledge of it for 
years. Of course, his State of Alabama 
has been very much involved in the 
NASA space program. But I thought he 
did just an outstanding job in his re
marks tonight. 

I do not want to repeat a lot of what 
he said because he said it so well, and 
the hour is late. 

Let me tell you a little bit about who 
is for this project, once again. The last 
three NASA Administrators have been 
for it. They supported ASRM. They 
asked for ASRM funding. Adminis
trator Fletcher, Administrator Truly, 
and Administrator Goldin have been 
actively, aggressively for it. 

This is not a pork project in that it 
is something that some Member of the 
House or the Senate stuck in a bill. 
This is something that NASA asked 
for, came to Congress and asked for. 
They supported it through Republican 
and Democratic administrations, and 
continue to say it is needed. They se
lected the site. No Member of Congress, 
House or Senate, selected the site. This 
site was selected because there was a 
piece of land there that was available, 
it was a good location, it had water ac
cess to the testing areas and because, 
unfortunately, $300 million of tax
payers' money had already been spent 
at this site. 

There, at that site today, a nuclear 
powerplant dome stands rusting, un
used. So there was a bargain. Here was 
a site that had some buildings that 
could be used. It was available. The 
taxpayers had already spent money on 
this site. The people of Mississippi, 
Alabama, Tennessee had already made 
contributions and sacrifices. So this 
was a logical site. It made good sense 
to pick this site. That is why it is 
where it is. 

Again, three NASA Administrators 
have asked for this. 

With regard to what happened last 
year, who was for it and who was 
against it, I know in telephone con
versations as the year went along the 
Director of the Office of Management 
and Budget assured me that the admin
istration wanted the ASRM. And the 
proof is in the pudding. What happened 
in the end? The conference included 
$330 million for the ASRM last year. So 
we know OMB was involved in that. 
The Vice President was aware of that. 
I can tell you they both supported it. 

But the irony of it all, tonight we 
have some of my colleagues on the 
other side citing a letter from former 
Vice President Quayle. 

Tonight I will tell you that this 
President, the Democratic President, 
supports ASRM. He asked for it in his 
budget, $313 million. And the Vice 
President, AL GORE, a member of the 
Commerce, Science, and Transpor
tation Committee, serving on the sub
committee that I serve on that has ju
risdiction for NASA authorization, sup
ported ASRM as a member of that com
mittee and as a Member of this body. 

I can tell my colleagues when he was 
a candidate, the nominee for Vice 
President of the United States took the 
time to call those of us who are inter
ested in this project., called me in this 

room right back here and said, "I want 
you to know I support it. You can say 
to anybody it will make any difference 
to, that I support it." He came off the 
campaign trail to do that. And he sup
ports it now. He has said that to the 
distinguished Chair of the subcommit
tee, Senator MIKULSKI of Maryland. So 
this administration is for it. 

Dan Goldin, the current Adminis
trator of NASA, is for it. His letter 
dated September 8, 1993, reiterates his 
continued support. In his letter, he 
says this is what we need. This is the 
logical solution to what we need in the 
future. So it is important that we re
member the real history of ASRM and 
its supporters. As we move to this de
bate, I think there are some key fac
tors. As I talked to Members of the 
Senate the things that really seem to 
catch their attention are things like 
this picture displayed by the distin
guished Senator from Alabama. That is 
how much work has already been done. 
Numerous buildings are there. We have 
already spent $1.5 billion getting ready 
to construct this advanced solid rocket 
engine. Keep in mind now that is on 
top of the $300 million spent by TVA, 
and we are now two-thirds of the way 
toward completion of this project. And 
there will be a cost involved, as has 
been pointed out, of $2.5 billion if we do 
not have the ASRM. 

So, when Senators and others realize 
the commitment that has been made, 
the construction that has occurred, the 
money that has already been spent, the 
savings we can have if we go forward 
with this project, they say, wait a 
minute-that is very interesting-we 
should continue and complete this 
project. 

We voted earlier today, correctly, to 
defeat the Bumpers amendment and to 
go forward with space station. But here 
is another amendment to sort of pick 
apart, piece by piece, our space pro
gram. I think the American people sup
port our space program. They want it. 
They want a safer program. They want 
one that will go forward and do its 
jo~not only to provide jobs for the 
people but also provide enhanced tech
nology and science. 

So there is support for this project. 
People want it to go forward. They 
want the space station, and we voted 
that. But if we are going to have the 
space station at the higher orbit it is 
very clear that there are only really 
two legitimate ways to get there: One 
is ASRM, because it is at a higher orbit 
that present rockets cannot achieve, 
and the Administrator said the logical 
way to do it is with the ASRM. The 
other option is Russian rockets. 

When the American people realize we 
are talking about the jobs of 16,000 
Americans, 2,000 in my own immediate 
area, those jobs being lost so that we 
can use a questionable Russian rocket 
to boost our equipment into space, I do 
not believe the American people would 
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want that. That is a telling argument 
for the ASRM. 

Madam President, I think there are 
three points I want to touch on tonight 
because it is late. No. 1, beyond what I 
have already said, I want to talk brief
ly about the capability of ASRM. I 
want to talk a little bit more about the 
cost savings and the commitment that 
was made to the American people and 
to the people in the area where this 
rocket will be constructed. 

I focus on these issues because the 
Bumpers amendment would rob the 
space program of needed capability for 
international cooperation, cost the 
American taxpayer more dollars, and 
break a commitment to this Nation 
following the Challenger tragedy. Safe
ty is an important feature, and Senator 
HEFLIN talked an awful lot about that 
and did a good job. 

I would also like to set the context 
for this debate. We have just voted for 
the space station. The administration 
just signed a historic agreement with 
the Russians committing our countries 
to space cooperation, and yet this 
would start off right at the beginning 
to undermine that. 

The question is: How best to meet 
these objectives in the most cost-effec
tive and safest manner? We will show 
how the ASRM best meets that criteria 
of capability, performance, cost-effec
tiveness, and safety. The ASRM pro
vides 30 percent more payload capabil
ity with a smaller engine so you get 
more boost at less cost. ASRM best 
achieves the higher orbit recommended 
by the Vest Commission and incor
porated in the recent Russian agree
ments on space cooperation. 

Administrator Goldin said: 
NASA has examined the alternative ways 

of obtaining the increased performance nec
essary, and we believe that ASRM, either by 
itself or in concert with other improvements, 
is the most obvious solution. 

Again, the current rocket does not 
have the capability to do the job. We 
can talk about these aluminum/lithium 
tanks but it is a theoretical thing. This 
is something that has not been re
searched, tested, or developed. We are 
talking about something way out there 
in the future. 

So when it comes to capability, 
clearly the ASRM is what we are look
ing for. 

I ask unanimous consent to print in 
the RECORD an article from the Wall 
Street Journal entitled "An Era of 
Space Detente, Beware of Bad Bar
gains." 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 2, 1993) 

IN ERA OF SPACE DETENTE, BEWARE OF BAD 
BARGAINS 

(By James Oberg) 
Vice President Gore's meetings yesterday 

and today with Russian Prime Minister Vic
tor Chernomyrdin to discuss space-related is-

sues are expected to yield greater coopera
tion between the two countries, particularly 
in areas such as space launch vehicles and 
launch facilities. Given U.S. budget con
straints and the wide variety of high-quality 
Russian space hardware and services now 
being offered on the world market, such pro
posals are well worth considering. But ex
treme caution is called for, as the Russians 
may be trying to sell the U.S. goods they 
don't reliably possess. 

Common suggestions focus on placing the 
NASA space station in an orbit far enough 
north to be serviced by the old Soviet Space
port at Baikonur in Kazakhstan. Russian 
super-rockets in the Energiya program, the 
world's most powerful , are also under consid
eration for transporting into space many 
sections of the station's modular design. 

Russian space officials have been enthu
siastically promoting these ideas. They see a 
source of financial salvation for their own 
agencies and industries. So desperate are the 
Russians for the " American option" that 
they recently surrendered to U.S . State De
partment pressure over alleged "military 
rocket technology proliferation." That case 
involved in Russians' sharing with India 
their small-thrust liquid-hydrogen engine 
know-how, an expertise uniquely suited to 
communications and scientific launch vehi
cles and to a rocket technology that has 
never been used by any nation for military 
purposes. Nevertheless, the Russians agreed 
to break their existing contract with India 
and to withhold the manufacturing tech
nology, reportedly as part of a deal to re
ceive equally valued U.S . space contracts. 

Americaqn space industries have been un
derstandably reluctant partners in this new 
U.S.-Russian " space detente. " They clearly 
would prefer that the space funding be given 
to them for the desired services. But when 
the "Russian option" provides services at a 
fraction of the American cost and years 
ahead of American schedules, congressional 
budget-cutters find the option attractive. As 
an alternative to total cancellation of major 
space program, U.S. aerospace giants have 
found they can live with the deal. 

But all is not well with the fundamental 
underpinnings of the plan. Both the Russian 
space center at Baikonur and the Russian 
super-rocket Energiva are very bad bargains. 
By the time the U.S. may have to rely on 
their promised services, they may no longer 
exist. 

The Energiya rocket, equivalent in power 
to the Saturn V moon rocket developed dur
ing the moon race in the 1960s, has flown 
only twice. Once, in 1987, it carried a thrown
together 100-ton payload that tumbled out of 
control and never made it into orbit. Then, 
in 1988, it carried a stripped-down unmanned 
space shuttle on a two-orbit mission. 

Since then, all flight hardware has been 
rotting and rusting away in storage halls at 
Baikonur. The Soviet shuttle, an immense 
strategic, blunder, slowly strangled from 
lack of funding. It was finally terminated of
ficially a few months ago. No further flights 
of the Energiya booster are even planned, 
unless lots of American money shows up, and 
even then the launches couldn't occur before 
1997 or 1998. 

Essentially, the entire Russian rocket pro
gram would have to be rebuilt from scratch. 
Key industrial partners in the project are 
now outside the Russian federation, and 
many of those factories have already been 
converted to other manufacturing. Between 
a third and a half of the most experienced 
personnel have already left the program for 
better-paying jobs with more secure futures. 

Existing hardware has been cannibalized for 
other projects or sold off as scrap. 

What is more , the Baikonur Cosmodrome, 
as Russia's main space center is called, is a 
walking corpse, already evacuated by its 
most energetic veterans and now long aban
doned by the Soviet support bureaucracies 
that used to make it a semi-tolerable duty 
location. Launchings continue under skele
ton staffs, but increasingly serious break
downs and worker food riots are threatening 
to bring the delicate high-tech rocket work 
to a halt. 

Two recent space failures illustrate how 
close modern rocket technology runs to the 
edge of disaster. 

The Zenit rocket, which serves both as an 
independent launch vehicle and as a booster 
for the Energiya heavy lifter, is manufac
tured at a plant in Ukraine. Between 1985 
and 1991 it had a string of successes, but sud
denly two years ago the vehicle underwent a 
series of random flight failures caused by in
adequate preparation and quality control 
from the Ukrainian factory. An explosion de
stroyed one of the two launch pads, which 
has not been rebuilt. 

Then an independent booster program, the 
Proton, was done in by a squabble over 
which Moscow agency owned it. A technical 
bureau that had been locked out of a profit
sharing plan decided to withdraw its inspec
tors from the launch site, and the very next 
vehicle fell into the Pacific Ocean. Out of 
four pads at Baikonur for the Proton rocket, 
only one is operational. 

As if all this weren't enough, there are 
other problems with the Baikonur site. Eco
logically, the region is beyond salvation. As 
the Aral Sea to its west continue to dry up, 
emanations from the exposed salt flats, laced 
with decades of pesticide pollution in the 
cotton fields upstream, are blown by the 
choking summer winds eastward across the 
desert to blanket the city of Leninsk where 
the space workers live. Infant mortality and 
birth defects in the area are unendurably 
high. 

The government of Kazakhstan has 
claimed sovereignty over the base but can
not afford to provide basic services such as 
power and water, much less technical serv
ices. Also looming as a future crisis is the 
question of political rights for large Russian 
minorities within the borders of Kazakhstan, 
particularly in the northern regions where 
they actually form the majority and where 
sentiment is growing for partition and ulti
mate reunion with Russia. None of these 
flash points bode well for the stability of the 
Baikonur spaceport. 

Conceivably, the Russian government 
might actually get many of the hoped-for 
U.S. space dollars for expanded joint work, 
since there is much in the Russian space pro
gram well worth buying, leasing or licensing. 
Its space station hardware and experience 
can be extremely valuable. But the price of 
rebuilding the already collapsed infrastruc
ture of Baikonur and the Energiya rocket is 
too high. Fruitful U.S. Russian space co
operation must depend on cold, hard reali
ties, not not echoes of past fading glories. 

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, in this 
article, the author Oberg outlines the 
political instability of the Russian 
launch facilities into Kazakhstan. I al
ready talked about how the American 
people would not like the idea of losing 
jobs because of Russian rockets, but 
also would their rockets be there and 
workable? He points out that only one 
of the four Proton launch pads is oper
ational. 
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He states that the launch facility is 

"a walking corpse, already evacuated 
by most of its energetic veterans and 
now long abandoned by the Soviet sup
port bureaucracies.'' 

Do we want to put our space program 
at the mercy of these Russian launch 
capabilities when we do not even 
know-and it was cited earlier tonight 
what is going to be happening in Rus
sia. No, that is not the answer. ASRM 
is the answer. 

With regard to the cost involved, this 
is a classic example of penny-wise and 
pound-foolish and Senator SASSER, of 
Tennessee, uses this phrase in his let
ter supporting ASRM. He is not a Sen
ator known for going along with a 
project just to go along with it. He has 
taken a firm stand for ASRM. 

Why is it foolish? Not only would we 
lose the added performance, safety, and 
opportunities for international co
operation provided by ASRM, but we 
would spend more money terminating 
the program than we would completing 
the program. That is what causes 
American people to lose faith in us. We 
tell them we are going to do some
thing, we spend their money, we get it 
about ready and then we say, "Well, we 
changed our mind, we are going to shut 
it down; sorry about the money you in
vested; sorry about the time; sorry 
about the jobs and, by the way, it is 
going to cost us more to close than it 
would to go forward to completion.'' 
They look at us and say: "How can you 
people do that?" 

Senator HEFLIN, in a very excellent 
letter that he sent to Senator MIKUL
SKI, points out the cost savings. Just in 
case he did not have it printed in the 
RECORD, I ask unanimous consent that 
the explanation of this $2.5 billion sav
ings over the next 10 years be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

TALKING POINTS LONG VERSION 

COST 

ASRM increases Shuttle payload by 
30%=less shuttle flights=reduced costs. 

Proponents and opponents have differed on 
costing ASRM-"direct" v. "indirect" costs. 

Only sensible way to examine cost is to 
compare costs to NASA with and without the 
ASRM 

Cost of ASRM cancellation: 

Contractor termination liabilities 
Space Station deployment 

-3 extra Shuttle flights ................ . 
-9 months schedule slip ................ . 

RSRM v. ASRM cost difference (10 
years) ............................................. . 

Space Station operations require ad
ditional shuttle flights (10 years) ... 

Cancellation costs through 2000 ........ . 
Remaining ASRM program costs ...... . 
SA VIN GS from ASRM ...................... . 

Million 
$300 

$225 
$1050 

$1350 

$1125 
Billions 

$4.05 
$1.6 

$2.45 
If ASRM is not used to launch the Space 

Station: 
RSRM will still cost-over 10 year&-$2.5 

billion, while ASRM will cost $1.6 billion 
over the same period. 

ASRM saves $900 million with this option. 
Mr. LOTT. Madam President, finally, 

we do have a commitment to the peo
ple. We have a commitment to our for
eign partners in this effort. But I have 
to tell you, I am here tonight on the 
behalf of the people of my State of Mis
sissippi, too. We do need the jobs. We 
are the poorest State in the Nation. 
You are talking about jobs for men and 
women, black and white, that without 
this, they do not have a job. 

And the poorest State in the Nation 
has already spent $60 million of its 
money for infrastructure, highways, 
improvement in schools. It has really 
excited the people. It has pulled them 
together, and they have done things on 
schools, roads, and airports that they 
would not have done otherwise. They 
did not ask for this. 

We, the Federal Government, came 
to them and said, "Will you take it? 
Will you make the commitment? Will 
you make the improvements to do this 
job?" And the people said, "We'll do 
it," and they did it. They have lived up 
to their part of the deal. Now, are we 
going to walk away from them after 
they fulfilled their commitment. No, 
Madam President, this would be a 
major mistake. We should not pick 
apart our space program and we should 
not break our commitment to the 
American people, our international 
partners, or to the people in the area 
who fulfilled their part of the deal. Let 
us defeat this amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi. 
Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I 

commend my distinguished colleague 
from Mississippi for his outstanding 
statement, and I also want to com
pliment the others who have spoken to
night on this amendment. 

I think the quality of debate has been 
excellent and it has outlined the issue, 
described the points of view on both 
sides. But I think when we come down 
to it, the final question is: Can we run 
the risk of another Challenger disaster? 
If we do not go forward and use the 
safest, most reliable, most efficiently 
designed rocket motor for our space 
.program, we are running the risk of an
other explosion where astronauts will 
be killed. We do not need to take that 
risk. We are building the best that our 
scientists and our engineers can design, 
and we are almost there. 

This plant is almost completed and 
new motors are about to be available 
for the shuttle program. 

So I urge Senators, as we vote tomor
row on this amendment, think of what 
is really at stake: The lives of those 
who have trained and who have become 
the world's most outstanding astro
nauts. The future of our manned space 
program is at stake, and I hope they 
will defeat this amendment and leave 
the money in the bill to complete this 
project. 

Mr. FORD. Madam President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. FORD. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

APPOINTMENT BY THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the majority leader, 
after consultation with the Republican 
leader, pursuant to Public Law 93-415, 
as amended by Public Law 102-586, an
nounces the appointment of Lisa Bee
cher, of Maine, to the Coordinating 
Council on Juvenile Justice and Delin
quency Prevention, vice Ronald 
Costigan, resigned. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. FORD. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that there now be a 
period for morning business, with Sen
ators permitted to speak therein. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CLINTON ADMINISTRATION TAKES 
A STAND ON METRIC CONVERSION 

Mr. PELL. Madam President, while 
those of us in the Senate were at home 
meeting with our constituents, the 
Clinton administration took an impor
tant step in bringing this country into 
line with the rest of the world. 

As many of my colleagues know, I 
have been a long-time champion of ef
forts to convert the United States to 
the metric system. Most recently, on 
June 8, 1993, I introduced Senate Joint 
Resolution 100, which affirms that con
version to the metric system would 
greatly benefit the United States. 

When I introduced Senate Joint Res
olution 100, I made the following state
ment: 

By actively promoting metric conversion, 
our Government would open the door for new 
markets and thereby help to create the new 
jobs this Nation so drastically needs. The 
fact is, U.S. businesses will have to think in 
metrics or eventually be left behind. It is 
that simple. And it is time for our Govern
ment to assume a leadership position on the 
metric issue, instead of passively waiting for 
market forces to reverse our archaic system 
of measurement. 

In response to my letter to the Presi
dent telling him of my interest in met
ric conversion, the Director of the 
White House Office of Science and 
Technology Policy, John H. Gibbons, 
wrote to me that the Clinton adminis
tration believes the Federal Govern
ment has an important role to play in 
the conversion to the metric system 
both in industry and in education. 
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Mr. Gibbons wrote that the adminis

tration believes: 
The Federal Government has an important 

role to play. It must provide both a vision 
and a demonstrated commitment. It must 
advance our Nation's interests by encourag
ing U.S. industry as well as the educational 
community, to complete our conversion to 
the metric system. The result will be that we 
will all benefit from greater efficiency in in
dustry and education. 

I am very pleased the administration 
shares my view on the important role 
of the Federal Government in the met
ric conversion process. 

Madam President, this is the first 
time any administration has said offi
cially that the entire Federal Govern
ment has a role and responsibility in 
converting the United States to the 
metric system. It is also the first time 
an administration has talked about the 
role the education community can play 
in the conversion process. In the past, 
administrations have spoken only of 
citizens learning the metric system. 

I congratulate the President for com
mitting his administration and the en
tire Federal Government to the conver
sion process and I commend Mr. Gib
bons' letter to my colleagues. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the letter from John Gib
bons, Director of the White House Of
fice of Science and Technology Policy, 
be included in the CONGRESSIONAL . 
RECORD at the close of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND 
TECHNOLOGY POLICY, 

Washington, DC, August 18, 1993. 
Hon. CLAIBORNE PELL, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your 
letter to the President about Senate Joint 
Resolution 100 and why it is important for 
the United States to use the metric system. 
I have been asked to respond to you and I am 
pleased to provide the following comments. 

In his letter of April 6, 1993, that transmit
ted the 1992 annual metric progress report to 
the President, Secretary of Commerce Ron 
Brown stated that it is in the Nation's best 
interest for the Federal Government to en
courage use of the metric system by U.S. in
dustry. He explained that Federal encourage
ment of metric usage will provide an eco
nomic stimulus that will "enhance our com
petitive edge and create new jobs and oppor
tunities for our citizens." We agree with you 
that by adopting the metric system U.S. in
dustry will increase its exports and create 
new jobs. 

We understand that U.S. industry's adopt
ing the metric system is important because 
world markets are almost entirely metric, 
and, to be accepted in those markets, U.S. 
products must be metric also. Industry is be
coming increasingly aware of this reality. 
Firms that have made the change to metric 
standards have found that it was worth the 
effort because their products gained global 
acceptance. 

The Federal Government has an important 
role to play. It must provide both a vision 
and a demonstrated commitment. It must 
advance our Nation's interests by encourag
ing U.S. industry, as well as the educational 

community, to complete our conversion to 
the metric system. The result will be that we 
will all benefit from greater efficiency in in
dustry and education. 

In response to the current legislative man
date and Executive Order 12770, Federal 
agencies are making significant progress in 
converting their programs to metric uni ts 
and in assisting firms to convert voluntarily. 
However, actions by the Federal Government 
alone may not be enough to achieve the goal. 
Other interested parties, such as state and 
local governments and the education com
munity, must become more involved. 

We appreciate your leadership on the sub
ject of conversion to the metric system. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN H. GIBBONS, Director. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages from the President of the 

United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Edwin R. Thomas, 
one of his secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States a nomination which was re
ferred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

(The nomination received today is 
printed at the end of the Senate pro
ceedings.) 

REPORT ON MINE SAFETY AND 
HEALTH ACTIVITIES FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 1992---MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT-PM 40 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be

fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 

To the Congress of the United States: 
In accordance with Section 511(a) of 

the Federal Mine Safety and Heal th 
Act of 1969, as amended ("the Act"), 30 
U.S.C. 958(a), I transmit herewith the 
annual report on mine safety and 
health activities for fiscal year 1992. 
This report was prepared by, and cov
ers activities occurring exclusively 
during the previous Administration. 
The enclosed report does not reflect 
the policies or priorities of this Admin
istration. 

My Administration is committed to 
working with the Congress to ensure 
vigorous enforcement of existing mine 
safety and health standards. We are 
also intent on improving these rules 
where necessary and appropriate to 
better protect worker heal th and safe
ty. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 21. 1993. 

REPORT ON THE SAINT LAWRENCE 
SEAWAY DEVELOPMENT FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 1992---MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT-PM 41 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-

fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com
mittee on Environment and Public 
Works. 
To the Congress of the United States: 

I transmit herewith the Saint Law
rence Seaway Development Corpora
tion's Annual Report for fiscal year 
1992. This report has been prepared in 
accordance with section 10 of the Saint 
Lawrence Seaway Act of May 13, 1954 
(33 U.S.C. 989(a)), and covers the period 
October l, 1991, through September 30, 
1992. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 21, 1993. 

REPORT ON THE NATIONAL 
SCIENCE FOUNDATION FOR FIS
CAL YEAR 1992---MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT-PM 42 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be

fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com
mittee on Labor and Human Resources. 
To the Congress of the United States: 

In accordance with section 3(f) of the 
National Science Foundation Act of 
1950, as amended (42 U.S.C. 1862(f)), I 
am pleased to send you the annual re
port of the National Science Founda
tion for Fiscal Year 1992. This report 
describes research supported by the 
Foundation in the mathematical, phys
ical, biological, social, behavioral, and 
computer sciences; engineering; and 
education in those fields. 

Achievements such as the ones de
scribed in this report are the basis for 
much of our Nation's strength-its eco
nomic growth, national security, and 
the overall well-being of our people. 

As we move toward the 21st century, 
the Foundation will continue its ef
forts to expand our Nation's research 
achievements, our productivity, and 
our ability to remain competitive in 
world markets. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 21, 1993. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
RECEIVED DURING RECESS 

Under the authority of the order of 
the Senate of January 5, 1993, the Sec
retary of the Senate, on September 20, 
1993, during the recess of the Senate, 
received a message from the House of 
Representatives announcing that the 
Speaker has signed the following en
rolled bills and joint resolutions: 

S. 184. An act to provide for the exchange 
of certain lands within the State of Utah, 
and for other purposes; 
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S.J. Res. 50. Joint resolution to designate 

the weeks of September 19, 1993, through 
September 25, 1993, and of September 18, 1994, 
through September 24, 1994, as "National Re
habilitation Week"; 

S.J Res. 95. Joint resolution to dtisignate 
October 1993 as "National Breast Cancer 
Awareness Month"; 

H.R. 873. An act to provide for the consoli
dation and protection of the Gallatin Range; 
and 

H.J. Res. 220. Joint resolution to designate 
the month of August as " National 
Scleroderma Awareness Month," and for 
other purposes. 

The enrolled bills and joint resolu
tions were subsequently signed by the 
President pro tempore [Mr. BYRD] dur
ing the September 21, 1993 session of 
the Senate. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 11:50 a.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Goetz, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House insists upon its 
amendments to the bill (S. 714) to pro
vide funding for the resolution of failed 
savings associations, and for other pur
poses, and asks a conference with the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon; that the following 
Members be the managers of the con
ference on the part of the House: 

From the Committee on Banking, Fi
nance and Urban Affairs, for consider
ation of the Senate bill, and the House 
amendment, and modifications com
mitted to conference: Mr. GONZALEZ, 
Mr. NEAL of North Carolina, Mr. LA
FALCE, Mr. VENTO, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. KAN
JORSKI, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. 
LEACH, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mrs. ROUKEMA, 
Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. ROTH, and Mr. 
BAKER of Louisiana. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on Government Operations, 
for consideration of section 13 of the 
Senate bill, and section 23 of the House 
amendment, and modifications com
mitted to conference: Mr. CONYERS, 
Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, Mr. ENGLISH of 
Oklahoma, Mr. CLINGER, and Mrs. 
MCCANDLESS. 

As additional conferees from the 
Committee on the Judiciary, for con
sideration of sections 18 and 22 of the 
Senate bill, and sections 4 and 19 of the 
House amendment, and modifications 
committed to conference: Mr. BROOKS, 
Mr. HUGHES, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. FISH, 
and Mr. GOODLATTE. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to the provisions of section 
303(a) of Public Law 103-3, the Chair on 
behalf of the Speaker appoints the fol
lowing as members to the Commission 
on Leave on the part of the House: Mrs. 
UNSOELD, and from private life, Ms. 
Pamela L. Egan of Helena, MT, and Ms. 
Ellen Bravo of Milwaukee, WI. 

At 4 p.m., a message from the House 
of Representatives, delivered by Mr. 
Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-

nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 2608. An act to make permanent the 
authority of the Secretary of Commerce to 
conduct the quarterly financial report pro
gram. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to the provisions of section 
635(b) of Public Law 102--393, the Speak
er appoints to the Commission on the 
Social Security "Notch" Issue the fol
lowing individuals from private life on 
the part of the House: Mr. James C. 
Corman of McLean, VA; and Ms. Car
roll L. Estes of San Francisco, CA. 

The message further announced that 
pursuant to section 635(b)(5) of Public 
Law 102--393, the Minority Leader ap
points to the Commission on the Social 
Security "Notch" Issue the following 
individuals from private life on the 
part of the House: Mr. Barber Conable 
of Alexander, NY; and Mr. Arthur L. 
Singleton of Dunnsville, VA. 

MEASURES REFERRED 
The following measure, previously re

ceived from the House of Representa
tives, was read the first and second 
times by unanimous consent and re
ferred as indicated: 

H.R. 2139. An act to amend title 44, United 
States Code, to authorization appropriations 
for the National Historical Publications and 
Records Commission; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 
The Secretary of the Senate reported 

that on September 21, 1993 he had pre
sented to the President of the United 
States, the following enrolled bills and 
joint resolutions: 

S. 184. An act to provide for the exchange 
of certain lands within the State of Utah, 
and for other purposes; 

S .J . Res. 50. Joint resolution to designate 
the weeks of September 19, 1993, through 
September 25, 1993, and of September 18, 1994, 
through September 24, 1994, as "National Re
habilitation Week"; and 

S.J. Res. 95. Joint resolution to designate 
October 1993 as "National Breast Cancer 
Awareness Month.'' 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc
uments, which were referred as indi
cated: 

EC-1529. A communication from the Gen
eral Counsel of the Department of Defense, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to authorize appropriations for the Global 
Cooperative Initiatives and the Counter
proliferation Initiative; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC-1530. A communication from the Chief 
of Legislative Affairs, Department of the 
Navy, transmitting, pursuant to law, notice 
of the intention to transfer a vesioel to the 

Government of Morocco; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

EC-1531. A communication from the Acting 
General Counsel, Department of Defense, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to amend title 10, United States Code, and 
the National Defense Authorization Act for 
fiscal years 1992 and 1993; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

EC-1532. A communication from the Acting 
Comptroller General of the United States, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of 
the financial audit of the Panama Canal 
Commission's financial statements for fiscal 
years 1991 and 1992; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC-1533. A communication from the Sec
retary of Housing and Urban Development, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report rel
ative to multifamily housing; to the Com
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af
fairs. 

EC-1534. A communication from the Acting 
Director of the Office of Thrift Supervision, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report entitled "Respon
sibilities Under the Community Reinvest
ment Act"; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-1535. A communication from the Chair
man of the National Transportation Safety 
Board, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re
port of the National Transportation Safety 
Board's fiscal year 1995 submission to the Of
fice of Management and Budget; to the Com
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor
tation. 

EC-1536. A communication from the Dep
uty Associate Director for Compliance (Roy
alty Management Program), Minerals Man
agement Service, Department of the Inte
rior, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
of the intention to make refunds of offshore 
lease revenues where a refund or recoupment 
is appropriate; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

EC-1537. A communication from the Sec
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur
suant to law, a report on emergency vehicle 
weight restrictions on interstate highways; 
to the Committee on Environment and Pub
lic Works. 

EC-1538. A communication from the Sec
retary of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of the activities of the 
Economic Development Administration for 
fiscal year 1992; to the Committee on Envi
ronment and Public Works. 

EC-1539. A communication from the Acting 
Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service, De
partment of the Interior, transmitting, pur
suant to law, a report entitled "Chehalis 
River Basin Fishery Resources: Status, 
Trends, and Restoration Goals" ; to the Com
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-1540. A communication from the Comp
troller General of the United States, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on the 
major issues associated with the North 
American Free Trade Agreement; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

EC-1541. A communication from the Ad
ministrator of the Agency For International 
Development, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of the Development Assistance 
Program allocations for fiscal year 1993; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC-1542. A communication from the Assist
ant Secretary (Legislative Affairs), Depart
ment of State, a report of a Presidential de
termination relative to the Cooperative Re
public of Guyana; to the Committee on For
eign Relations. 

EC-1543. A communication from the Assist
ant Secretary (Legislative Affairs) , Depart
ment of State, a report of a Presidential de
termination relative to Mozambican refugees 
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and returnees; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

EC-1544. A communication from the Assist
ant Secretary (Legislative Affairs), Depart
ment of State, a report on the nuclear reac
tor safety situation in eastern Europe and 
the former Soviet Union; to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

EC-1545. A communication from the Plan 
Administrator of the Eighth Farm Credit 
District Employee Benefit Trust, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a report of financial 
statements and independent auditors' report 
for calendar years 1991 and 1992; to the Com
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1546. A communication from the Chair
man of the Federal Election Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of 
proposed regulations relative to defining 
membership; to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration. 

EC-1547. A communication from the Chair
man of the Federal Election Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report rel
ative to defining membership; to the Com
mittee on Rules and Administration. 

EC-1548. A communication from the Comp
troller General of the United States, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report of the fi
nancial audit of the Capitol Preservation 
Fund as of March 31, 1991 and March 31, 1992; 
to the Committee on Rules and Administra
tion. 

EC-1549. A communication from the Sec
retary of Veterans' Affairs, transmitting, a 
draft of proposed legislation entitled "Veter
ans' Appeals Improvement Act of 1993"; to 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

EC-1550. A communication from the Sec
retary of Labor, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report of employment and training 
programs for veterans during the period July 
1, 1991 through June 30, 1992 and fiscal year 

· 1992; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 
EC-1551. A communication from the Sec

retary of the Interior, transmitting, pursu
ant to law, a report entitled "Final Engi
neering Report: Mni Wiconi Rural Water 
Supply Project"; to the Committee on En
ergy and Natural Resources. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
Under the authority of the order of 

the Senate of September 15, 1993, the 
following reports of committees were 
submitted on September 16, 1993: 

By Mr. PELL, from the Committee on For
eign Relations, without amendment: 

S. 1467. An original bill to authorize appro
priations for foreign assistance programs, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 103-144). 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. CRAIG: 
S. 1475. A bill to revise the boundaries of 

the Hagerman Fossil Beds National Monu
ment, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. CRAIG: 
S. 1476. A bill to revise the boundaries of 

the Craters of the Moon National Monument, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. McCAIN: 
S. 1477. A bill to provide for a 2-year Fed

eral budget cycle, and for other purposes; to 

the Committee on the Budget and the Com
mittee on Governmental Affairs, jointly, 
pursuant to the order of August 4, 1977, with 
instructions that if one committee reports, 
the other committee have 30 days to report 
or be discharged. 

By Mr. PRYOR (for himself, Mr. 
LUGAR, Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr. HEFLIN, 
Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. 
NICKLES, Mr. DOLE, Mr. COATS, Mr. 
HELMS, and Mr. BREAUX): 

S. 1478. A bill to amend the Federal Insec
ticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act to en
sure that pesticide tolerances adequately 
safeguard the health of infants and children, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. McCAIN: 
S. 1477. A bill to provide for a 2-year 

Federal budget cycle, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the 
Budget and the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs, jointly, pursuant to the 
order of August 4, 1977, with instruc
tions that if one committee reports, 
the other committee have 30 days to 
report or be discharged. 

BIENNIAL BUDGET LEGISLATION 
• Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing legislation to create a 
biennial budget process. Simply, in
stead of the current process where the 
Congress passes budgets and appro
priates on a annual basis, we will enact 
a budget and appropriate every 2 years. 

Twenty States now use biennial 
budgets. This budget technique has 
proven to be very successful. 

The current process is both exceed
ingly time consuming and very ineffi
cient. Further, due to our annual abil
ity to completely rewrite the budget, 
the Congress has used this opportunity 
to micromanage Federal spending and 
ignore long-term budgetary goals. 

By adopting a 2-year budget, the Con
gress will have more time to develop 
and implement long-term budget plans. 
Additionally, a 2-year budget process 
will give the Congress sufficient time 
to thoroughly evaluate programs and 
spending. This bill will, however, allow 
the Congress to retain the power to 
make small adjustments in off years if 
revenues or expenditures deviate wide
ly from forecasts. 

This idea is not new. Congressman 
Leon Panetta, currently serving the 
administration as the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget, in
troduced the first biennial budgeting 
bill in l977, and many have been offered 
since that time. Currently Congress
man REGULA has introduced companion 
legislation in the House of Representa
tives. 

Additionally, the Vice President, in 
his National Performance Review, 
"Creating a Government that Works 
Better and Costs Less," commonly re
ferred to as "RE-GO," strongly en
dorses the concept of biennial budget
ing. The Vice President states: 

We recommend that Congress establish bi
ennial budget resolutions and appropriations 
and multiyear authorizations. 

Vice President GORE goes on to state: 
Biennial budgeting will not make our 

budget decisions easier, for they are shaped 
by competing interests and priorities. But it 
will eliminate an enormous amount of busy 
work that keeps us from evaluating pro
grams and meeting customer needs. 

The Vice President could not be more 
correct. 

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will 
act on the Vice President's rec
ommendation. It is time we made the 
budget process more streamlined and 
more efficient. Biennial budgeting is 
an important step in that direction.• 

By Mr. PRYOR (for himself, Mr. 
LUGAR, Mr. JOHNSTON, Mr. HEF
LIN, Mrs. KASSEBAUM, Mr. COCH
RAN, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. DOLE, 
Mr. COATS, Mr. HELMS, and Mr. 
BREAUX): 

S. 1478. A bill to amend the Federal 
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide 
Act to ensure that pesticide tolerances 
adequately safeguard the health of in
fants and children, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Agri
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

THE FOOD QUALITY PROTECTION ACT OF 1993 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I am here 
today, along with my colleague from 
Indiana, Senator LUGAR, and others to 
introduce the Food Quality Protection 
Act of 1993. This bill offers a com
prehensive and balanced approach to 
the regulation of pesticides used on 
food, which, I am proud to say, has 
been endorsed by the director of the 
National Center for Agricultural Law 
Research and Information at the Uni
versity of Arkansas. 

There is widespread recognition of 
the need to reform and modernize the 
provisions governing the use of pes
ticides in both the Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act 
[FIFRAJ and the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act [FFDCAJ. Our legis
lation provides a good vehicle to ac
complish that goal while ensuring that 
the United States will continue to have 
the world's most safe and abundant 
food supply. 

Although this measure is not perfect, 
I believe this approach is the best point 
of departure in the ongoing debate on 
food safety. For many years now, there 
has been only one position presented to 
the Senate in legislative form. Accord
ingly, in the interest of full and open 
debate with all views represented, we 
are introducing our bill at this time. 

Mr. President, in 1987, a distin
guished committee of the National 
Academy of Sciences [NASJ rec
ommended in the Delaney Paradox Re
port that a single negligible-risk stand
ard, and not a zero-risk standard, 
should govern tolerances for pesticide 
residues in both raw commodities and 
processed food. The NAS concluded 
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that a consistently applied negligible
risk standard would greatly reduce 
total dietary exposure to hazardous 
pesticides and would permit the EPA 
to focus its limited resources on regu
lating pesticides that pose significant 
risks. The NAS also recognized that 
the benefits of pesticide uses are an im
portant consideration in tolerance de
cisions. 

The bill that we are introducing 
today would implement the NAS rec
ommendations, integrate the pesticide 
tolerance provisions of the FFDCA and 
provide a logical and consistent frame
work for pesticide tolerance regulation 
in the coming decades. 

In a separate NAS study, "Pesticides 
in the Diets of Infants and Children," 
published in June of this year, the NAS 
made several recommendations to im
prove the way pesticide tolerances are 
set in order to protect infants and chil
dren. Children's diets physiologically 
differ from adults in ways that could 
make them more vulnerable to expo
sure of pesticide residues. The bill we 
introduce today would direct the EPA, 
the FDA, and the USDA to implement 
the recommendations of this important 
report. By requiring the agencies to 
implement the NAS recommendations, 
the bill will help provide certainty that 
children will bear no undue risk from 
pesticides in their diets. 

Experts in the field have suggested 
that the pesticide tolerance provisions 
of the FFDCA are outdated and unnec
essarily complex. There have been dra
matic advances in analytical chem
istry, toxicological testing, and risk 
assessment which were unforeseen at 
the time current laws were enacted. 
The bill we introduce today would sim
plify the legal standards governing pes
ticide tolerances and give EPA flexibil
ity to consider evolving scientific prin
ciples when making food safety deci
sions. 

A recent decision by the U.S. Court 
of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit in Les 
versus Reilly has focused increased at
tention on the need to reform EPA's 
regulation of pesticide tolerances. The 
ninth circuit held that the Delaney 
clause of the food additive provision of 
the FFDCA prohibits EPA from au
thorizing minimum levels of carcino
genic pesticides in processed food. Fol
lowing the ninth circuit decision, EPA 
released a list of 35 pesticides that 
could be outlawed under EPA's current 
pesticide tolerance policies. 

The bill that we are introducing 
today would break the legal logjam 
created by the ninth circuit decision 
and would subject raw commodities 
and processed food to the same safety 
standard for pesticide residues. The bill 
would provide a comprehensive, long
term solution to the difficult food safe
ty issues that face EPA. It is impor
tant to recognize, however, that EPA 
has ample existing authority to reform 
its pesticide tolerance policies to per-
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mit continued use of valuable pes
ticides that pose negligible risks. 

Our balanced approach to pesticide 
tolerance regulation would substan
tially improve current law and would 
give EPA necessary flexibility to em
ploy reasonable-risk estimates and to 
preserve valuable minor use pesticides. 
It would streamline the pesticide can
cellation process, and update and im
prove regulation of pesticide residues 
in food. It would provide a uniform 
negligible-risk standard for pesticide 
residues in both raw and processed 
food, as recommended by the NAS. It 
would assure that EPA employs actual 
pesticide use and residue data and rea
sonable assumptions in conducting risk 
assessments, it would reconfirm EPA's 
duty to conduct risk-benefit evalua
tions in setting pesticide tolerances, 
and would mandate national uniform
ity of pesticide tolerances that meet 
current EPA requirements. 

I asked the National Center for Agri
cultural Law Research and Information 
at the University of Arkansas to re
view this legislation and compare it 
with the only other position that has 
been presented to the Senate. The cen
ter has done so and, I am happy to re
port, has endorsed the legislation 
which we are introducing today. 

Mr. President, let me make a very 
important point. The Clinton adminis
tration has addressed this difficult and 
many times emotional issue head-on. 
Almost as soon as he came to office, 
President Clinton asked the appro
priate agencies to form an interagency 
working group to devise the adminis
tration's solution to these very serious 
problems. Although they have not un
veiled details, I understand that later 
today, administration officials will ex
plain their position in a hearing on the 
House side but that actual legislation 
will not be presented. It is also my un
derstanding that the administration's 
approach is very reasonable and bal
anced and I look forward to reviewing 
it. 

I am committed to working with 
President Clinton and my colleagues in 
Congress to ultimately reach a solu
tion to this dilemma. For the safety of 
our food and the future of agri
businesses, it is time to act. We are for
tunate to have an administration in 
place that understands the urgency and 
has the courage and commitment to 
seek a resolution. 

Mr. President, I ask that a copy of 
the bill be placed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 1478 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Food Qual
ity Protection Act of 1993". 

TITLE I-DATA COLLECTION AND PROCE
DURES TO ENSURE THAT TOLERANCES 
SAFEGUARD THE HEALTH OF INFANTS 
AND CIULDREN 

SEC. 101. IMPLEMENTATION OF NRC REPORT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-The Administrator of the 

Environmental Protection Agency, the Sec
retary of Agriculture, and the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services shall coordinate 
the development and implementation of pro
cedures to ensure that pesticide tolerances 
adequately safeguard the health of infants 
and children, based on the conclusions and 
recommendations contained in the report en
titled "Pesticides in the Diets of Infants and 
Children" of the National Research Council 
of the National Academy of Sciences. 

(b) PROCEDURES.-To the extent prac
ticable, the procedures referred to in sub
section (a) shall include-

(1) collection of data on food consumption 
patterns of infants and children; 

(2) improved surveillance of pesticide resi
dues, including guidelines for the use of com
parable analytical and standardized report
ing methods, the increased sampling of foods 
most likely consumed by infants and chil
dren, and the development of more complete 
information on the effects of food processing 
on levels of pesticide residues; 

(3) toxicity testing procedures that specifi
cally evaluate the vulnerability of infants 
and children; 

(4) methods of risk assessment that take 
into account unique characteristics of in
fants and children; and 

(5) other appropriate measures considered 
necessary by the Administrator to ensure 
that pesticide tolerances adequately safe
guard the health of infants and children. 
SEC. 102. COLLECTION OF PESTICIDE USE INFOR

MATION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.- The Secretary of Agri

culture shall collect data of Statewide or re
gional significance on the use of pesticides 
to control pests and diseases of major crops 
and crops of dietary significance, including 
fruits and vegetables. 

(b) COLLECTION.-The data shall be col
lected by surveys of farmers or from other 
sources offering statistically reliable data. 

(c) COORDINATION.-The Secretary shall, as 
appropriate, coordinate with the Adminis
trator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency in the design of the surveys and 
make available to the Administrator the ag
gregate results of the surveys to assist the 
Administrator in developing exposure cal
culations and benefits determinations with 
respect to pesticide regulatory decisions. 
SEC. 103. INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT. 

Section 28(c) of the Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C . 
136w-3(c)) is amended-

(1) by striking "(c) INTEGRATED PEST MAN
AGEMENT.-The Administrator," and insert
ing the following: 

"(C) INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT.-
"(!) IN GENERAL.- The Administrator,"; 

and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
"(2) JOINT RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT.

The Administrator and the Secretary of Ag
riculture shall research, develop, and dis
seminate information concerning integrated 
pest management techniques and other pest 
control methods that enable producers to re
duce or eliminate applications of pesticides 
that pose a greater than negligible dietary 
risk to humans, with a special focus on crops 
critical to a balanced, healthy diet and that 
are considered as minor crops in terms of 
acreage produced." . 



21922 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE September 21, 1993 
TITLE II-CANCELLATION AND 

SUSPENSION 
SEC. 201. REFERENCE. 

Whenever in this title an amendment or re
peal is expressed in terms of an amendment 
to, or repeal of, a section or other provision, 
the reference shall be considered to be made 
to a section or other provision of the Federal 
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act 
(7 U.S.C. 136 et seq.). 
SEC. 202. CANCELLATION. 

Subsection (b) of section 6 (7 U.S.C. 136d(b)) 
is amended to read as follows: 

"(b) CANCELLATION AND CHANGE IN CLASSI
FICATION OR OTHER TERMS OR CONDITIONS OF 
REGISTRATION.-

, '(1) AUTHORITY .-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this Act, the Adminis
trator may, by use of informal rulemaking 
under this subsection, prescribe require
ments regarding the composition, packaging, 
and labeling of a pesticide (or a group of pes
ticides containing a common active or inert 
ingredient), may classify the pesticide, or 
may prohibit the registration or continued 
registration of the pesticide for some or all 
purposes, to the extent necessary to ensure 
that the pesticide, when used in accordance 
with widespread and commonly recognized 
practice, does not generally cause unreason
able adverse effects on the environment. 

"(2) BASIS FOR RULE.-
"(A) The Administrator may not initiate a 

rulemaking under this subsection unless the 
rulemaking is based on a validated test or 
other significant evidence raising a prudent 
concern that the pesticide causes unreason
able adverse effects on the environment. 

"(B)(i) The Administrator shall submit, to 
a scientific peer rev1ew committee estab
lished by the Administrator, the validated 
test or other significant evidence on which 
the Administrator proposes to base a rule
making under paragraph (1). 

"(ii) The scientific peer review committee 
shall provide written recommendations to 
the Administrator as to whether the test or 
evidence reviewed satisfies the criteria under 
subparagraph (A) for initiating a rulemaking 
under paragraph (1). 

"(iii) The scientific peer review committee 
shall consist of employees of or consultants 
to the Environmental Protection Agency 
who have not been involved in a previous 
analysis of the validated test or significant 
evidence presented to the committee and 
who are experts in the physical or biological 
disciplines involved in the proposed rule
making. 

"(3) PRENOTICE PROCEDURES.-
"(A) The Administrator may not initiate a 

rulemaking under paragraph (1) until the Ad
ministrator has provided, to the registrant 
of each affected pesticide, a notice that in
cludes a summary of the validated test or 
other significant evidence on which the Ad
ministrator proposes to base the rulemaking 
and the basis for a determination that the 
test or evidence raises a prudent concern 
that the pesticide causes unreasonable ad
verse effects on the environment. A reg
istrant may respond to a notice provided 
under this subparagraph not later than 30 
days after receipt of the notice. 

"(B) At the same time as the Adminis
trator provides the notice to a registrant of 
the pesticide under subparagraph (A), the 
Administrator shall also provide the notice 
to the Secretary of Agriculture and the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services. If an 
agricultural commodity is affected, on re
ceipt of the notice, the Secretary of Agri
culture shall prepare an analysis of the bene-

fit and use of the pesticide and provide the 
analysis to the Administrator. 

"(4) ADVANCE NOTICE TO PUBLIC.-
"(A) After receiving the recommendation 

of the peer review committee established 
under paragraph (2)(B), together with any 
comments submitted by the Secretary of Ag
riculture, the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, and a registrant, the Ad
ministrator shall-

"(i) issue an advance notice of proposed 
rulemaking; or 

"(ii) issue a notice of a proposed decision 
not to initiate a rulemaking under para
graph (1). 

"(B) The Administrator shall publish the 
notice in the Federal Register and provide a 
period of not less than 60 days for comment 
on the notice. The notice shall contain a 
statement of the basis and purpose of the no
tice and a summary of-

"(i) the factual data on which the notice is 
based; 

"(ii) the major scientific assumptions un
derlying the notice; and 

"(iii) the notice provided under paragraph 
(3) and any significant comments received 
from a registrant, the Secretary of Agri
culture, and the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services. 

"(C) If the Administrator, after consider
ing any comments received, decides not to 
issue a notice of proposed rulemaking, the 
Administrator shall publish in the Federal 
Register a notice setting forth the decision 
and the basis for the decision. 

"(5) DOCKET.-
"(A) For each rulemaking under paragraph 

(1), the Administrator shall establish a dock
et. 

"(B) The docket shall include a copy of
"(i) the notice provided under paragraph 

(3); 
"(ii) any notice issued under paragraph ( 4); 
"(iii) the notice of proposed rulemaking is

sued under paragraph (6); 
"(iv) each timely comment filed with the 

Administrator; 
"(v) the report of the Scientific Advisory 

Panel under paragraph (8); 
"(vi) a record of each hearing held by the 

Administrator in connection with the rule
making; and 

"(vii) the final rule or decision to withdraw 
the rule. 

"(C) Information in the docket shall be 
made available to the public consistent with 
section 10. 

"(D) No factual material that has not been 
entered into the docket in a timely manner 
may be relied on by the Administrator in is
suing a final rule or in withdrawing a pro
posed rule or by a person in a judicial review 
proceeding, except for-

"(i) information of which the Adminis
trator may properly take official notice; or 

"(ii) information of which a court may 
properly take judicial notice. 

"(6) NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING.
"(A) Not less than 60 days after an advance 

notice of proposed rulemaking, except as 
provided in paragraph (14), the Adminis
trator may issue a notice of proposed rule
making. The notice of proposed rulemaking 
shall include a statement of the basis and 
purpose of the proposed rulemaking, a re
quest for any additional data needed, and a 
bibliography of all significant scientific data 
and studies on which the proposed rule is 
based. The statement of basis and purpose 
shall include a summary of-

"(i) the factual data on which the proposed 
rule is based; 

"(ii) the major scientific assumptions, 
legal interpretations, and policy consider
ations underlying the proposed rule; 

"(iii) a summary of available risk-benefit 
information, including benefits and use in
formation as provided by the Secretary of 
Agriculture; and 

"(iv) the analysis and tentative conclu
sions of the Administrator regarding the bal
ancing of the risks and benefits. 

"(B)(i) A registrant of the pesticide and a 
person who submits comments on the pro
posed rule shall make a report to the Admin
istrator of all scientific data and studies pos
sessed by the person concerning the risks 
and benefits of the pesticide that is the sub
ject of the rulemaking that were not in
cluded in the bibliography included in the 
notice required under subparagraph (A). 

"(ii) If, after the date of the report made 
under clause (i), the registrant or the person 
receives additional scientific data or studies 
pertinent to the rulemaking that were not 
included in the bibliography, the person 
shall make a report of the scientific data and 
studies to the Administrator promptly after 
receipt. 

"(iii) If the Administrator receives reports 
containing additional data concerning risks 
or benefits, the Administrator shall revise 
the bibliography to reflect the data and 
make the revised bibliography available to 
the public. 

"(C)(i) The Administrator shall provide a 
comment period of not less than 90 days 
after the publication of the notice of pro
posed rulemaking. 

"(ii) During the period, a person may sub
mit comments, data, or documentary infor
mation on the proposed rule. 

"(iii) Promptly on receipt by the Adminis
trator, all written comments and documen
tary information on the proposed rule re
ceived from a person for inclusion in the 
docket during the comment period, shall be 
placed in the docket. 

"(D)(i) At the same time as the Adminis
trator publishes notice under subparagraph 
(A), the Administrator shall provide the Sec
retary of Agriculture and the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services with a copy of 
the proposed rule. 

"(ii) Not later than 90 days after the publi
cation of the notice of proposed rulemaking, 
the Secretary of Agriculture and the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services may 
provide comments on the proposed rule. 

"(iii) If an agricultural commodity is af
fected, the Secretary of Agriculture shall 
provide to the Administrator an analysis of 
the impact of the proposed action on the do
mestic and global availability and prices of 
agricultural commodities and retail food 
prices and any associated societal impacts 
(including impacts on consumer nutrition 
and health and low-income consumers). 

"(7) INFORMAL HEARING.-
"(A)(i) A person who has submitted a com

ment may, not later than 15 days after the 
close of the comment period, request the Ad
ministrator to conduct an informal hearing 
on questions of fact pertaining to the pro
posed rule or comments on the rule. 

"(ii) The Administrator shall-
"(!) on receipt of the request, schedule an 

informal hearing of not to exceed 20 days du
ration; and 

"(II) not later than 60 days after the close 
of the comment period, conduct the hearing. 

"(iii) The Administrator shall publish the 
time, place, and purpose of the hearing in 
the Federal Register. 

"(iv) The informal hearing shall be limited 
to addressing questions of fact raised by ma
terials in the docket. 
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"(v) A transcript shall be made of any oral 

presentation, discussion, or debate and in
cluded in the docket. 

"(B) The Administrator shall appoint a 
presiding officer who shall have the author
ity to administer oaths, regulate the course 
of the hearing, conduct prehearing con
ferences, schedule presentations, and exclude 
irrelevant, immaterial, or unduly repetitious 
evidence. 

"(C)(i) The presiding officer shall conduct 
the informal hearing in a manner that en
courages discussion and debate on questions 
of fact regarding the docket. 

"(ii) The Administrator shall designate 1 
or more employees of the Environmental 
Protection Agency to participate in the 
hearing. 

"(iii) A person who submitted a comment 
on the proposed rule may participate in the 
hearing and shall be entitled to present evi
dence and argument to support the position 
of the person or rebut a contrary position 
and may choose to present materials in oral 
or written form. 

''(8) REVIEW BY SCIENTIFIC ADVISORY 
PANEL.-

"(A) At the time the Administrator issues 
a notice of proposed rulemaking under para
graph (6), the Administrator shall provide a 
copy of the notice to the Scientific Advisory 
Panel established under section 25(d) (re
ferred to in this paragraph as the 'Panel'). 

"(B) If a person submits comments under 
paragraph (6) in opposition to the proposed 
rule, the Administrator shall request the 
comments, evaluations, and recommenda
tions of the Panel as to the impact on health 
and the environment of the proposed rule 
and on any disputed issues of fact or sci
entific policy that appear to be of signifi
cance in the rulemaking. 

"(C) The Panel may hold a public hearing 
to discuss the proposed rule. 

"(D) The Panel shall provide a report to 
the Administrator not later than 30 days 
after the close of the comment period (or, if 
a hearing has been requested under para
graph (7), not later than 30 days after the end 
of the hearing). 

"(E) The Administrator shall allow a rea
sonable time for written public comment on 
the report of the Panel. A copy of the report 
of the Panel and any comments on the report 
shall be included in the rulemaking docket. 

"(9) FINAL ACTION.-
"(A) After considering all material in the 

docket, the Administrator shall publish in 
the Federal Register a final rule or a with
drawal of the proposed rule. 

"(B) The Administrator may not prohibit a 
use of a pesticide if an alternative require
ment will ensure that the pesticide, when 
used in accordance with widespread and com
monly recognized practice, will not gen
erally cause unreasonable adverse effects on 
the environment. 

"(C) In taking a final action, the Adminis
trator shall take into account the impact of 
the action on production and prices of agri
cultural commodities, retail food prices, and 
otherwise on the agricultural economy. 

"(D) The final rule or withdrawal of the 
proposed rule shall be accompanied by a 
statement that-

"(i) explains the reasons for the action; 
"(ii) responds to any comments made by 

the Secretary of Agriculture or the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services, and to 
any report of the Scientific Advisory Panel 
established under section 25(d); 

"(iii) responds to each significant com
ment contained in the docket; and 

"(iv) in the case of a final rule-

"(I) explains the reason for any major dif
ference between the final rule and the pro
posed rule; 

"(II) describes the impact of the final rule 
on production and prices of agricultural 
commodities, retail food prices, and other
wise on the agricultural economy; and 

"(III) explains any significant disagree
ment the Administrator may have with any 
comment, evaluation, or recommendation 
contained in the report under paragraph (8), 
the benefits and use information described in 
paragraph (6)(A)(iii), or the analysis de
scribed in paragraph (6)(D) as the analysis 
bears on the final rule. 

"(E) A final rule issued under this sub
section shall become effective on the date of 
the publication of the final rule in the Fed
eral Register. 

"(10) MODIFICATION OR CANCELLATION.
"(A)(i) Subject to clause (ii), a final rule 

shall state any requirement, classification, 
or prohibition imposed by the rule, and shall 
state that each affected registrant shall have 
a 30-day period from the date of the publica
tion of the rule in the Federal Register to 
apply for an amendment to the registration 
to comply with the rule or to request vol
untary cancellation of the registration. 

"(ii) If the rule unconditionally prohibits 
all uses of a pesticide, the rule may provide 
that cancellation of the registration of the 
pesticide is effective beginning on the date of 
the publication of the rule. 

"(iii) The final rule may prohibit or limit 
distribution or sale by the registrant of the 
affected pesticide to any other person in a 
State during the 30-day period. 

"(B) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act, if an application for an amend
ment to the registration to make the reg
istration comply with a rule issued under 
subparagraph (A) is not submitted within the 
30-day period, the Administrator may issue 
and publish in the Federal Register an order 
canceling the registration, effective begin
ning on the date of the publication of the 
order in the Federal Register. 

"(11) DENIAL OF APPLICATIONS.-Notwith
standing any other provision of this Act, no 
application for initial or amended registra
tion of a pesticide under section 3 or 24(c) 
may be approved if the registration would be 
inconsistent with a rule in effect under this 
subsection. 

"(12) AMENDMENT OF RULE.-
"(A) A registrant, or other interested per

son with the concurrence of the registrant, 
may petition for the amendment or revoca
tion of a rule that has been issued under this 
subsection. 

"(B) The petition shall state the factual 
material and argument that form the basis 
for the petition. 

"(C) The Administrator shall publish a no
tice of the petition in the Federal Register 
and allow a 60-day comment period on the 
petition. 

"(D) Not later than 180 days after publica
tion of the notice, the Administrator shall 
determine whether to deny the petition or to 
propose to amend or revoke the rule, and 
publish the determination and the basis for 
the determination in the Federal Register. 

"(E) In making the determination, the Ad
ministrator shall give due regard to-

"(i) the desirability of finality; 
"(ii) the opportunity that the petitioner 

had to present the factual material and argu
ment in question in the prior rulemaking 
proceeding; and 

"(iii) any new evidence submitted by the 
petitioner. 

"(F) If the Administrator proposes to 
amend or revoke the rule, the procedures es-

tablished by paragraph (1) and paragraphs (6) 
through (9) shall apply. 

"(G) A denial of a petition shall be judi
cially reviewable as provided in paragraph 
(13). 

"(13) JUDICIAL REVIEW.-A decision not to 
initiate a rulemaking published under para
graph (4), a final rule or a withdrawal of a 
proposed rule published under paragraph (9), 
or a denial of a petition under paragraph (12) 
shall be judicially reviewable in the manner 
specified by section 16(b)(2). 

"(14) EXCEPTION TO REQUIREMENTS.- If the 
Administrator finds it is necessary to issue a 
suspension order under subsection (c), the 
Administrator may waive the requirements 
of paragraphs (3) and ( 4).". 
SEC. 203. PESTICIDES IN REVIEW. 

If the Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency, on or before January l, 
1993, publishes a document instituting a spe
cial review proceeding or public interim ad
ministrative review proceeding with respect 
to a pesticide or an active ingredient of a 
pesticide, the Administrator may, in lieu of 
proceeding under section 6(b) of the Federal 
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act 
(as amended by section 202 of this Act), elect 
to continue the review proceeding and, on 
completion of the proceeding, take such ac
tion as is warranted in accordance with sec
tion 3(c)(6) and subsections (b) and (d) of sec
tion 6 of the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, 
and Rodenticide Act (as in effect on the day 
before the date of enactment of this Act). 
SEC. 204. SUSPENSION. 

(a) ORDER.-Section 6(c)(l) (7 U.S.C. 
136d(c)(l)) is amended by striking the second 
sentence and inserting the following new 
sentence: "Except as provided in paragraph 
(3), no order of suspension may be issued 
under this subsection unless the Adminis
trator has issued, or at the same time issues, 
a proposed rule under subsection (b).". 

(b) EMERGENCY ORDER.-Section 6(c)(3) (7 
U.S.C. 136d(c)(3)) is amended by inserting 
after the first sentence the following new 
sentence: "The Administrator may issue an 
emergency order under this paragraph before 
issuing a proposed rule under subsection (b), 
if the Administrator proceeds expeditiously 
to issue a proposed rule.". 
SEC. 205. TOLERANCE REEVALUATION AS PART 

OF REREGISTRATION. 

Section 4(g)(2) (7 U.S.C. 136a-l(g)(2)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subparagraph: 

"(E) As soon as the Administrator has suf
ficient information with respect to the die
tary risk of a particular active ingredient, 
but in any event no later than the time the 
Administrator makes a determination under 
subparagraph (C) or (D) with respect to a 
pesticide containing a particular active in
gredient, the Administrator shall-

"(i) reassess each associated tolerance and 
exemption from the requirement for a toler
ance issued under section 408 of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 
346a); 

"(ii) determine whether the tolerance or 
exemption meets the requirements of such 
Act; 

"(iii) determine whether additional toler
ances or exemptions should be issued; 

"(iv) publish in the Federal Register a no
tice setting forth the determinations made 
under this subparagraph; and 

"(v) commence promptly such proceedings 
under this Act and section 408 of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 
346a) as are warranted by the determina
tions.". 
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SEC. 206. SCIENTIFIC ADVISORY PANEL. 

Section 25(d) (7 U.S.C. 136w(d)) is amend
ed-

(1) by striking " (d) I SCIENTIFIC ADVISORY 
PANEL.-The Administrator shall" and in
serting the following: 

"(d) SCIENTIFIC ADVISORY PANEL.-
" (l) IN GENERAL.-The Administrator 

shall" ; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
" (2) SCIENCE REVIEW BOARD.-
"(A) There is established a Science Review 

Board to consist of 60 scientists who shall be 
available to the Scientific Advisory Panel to 
assist in reviews conducted by the Panel. 

" (B) The Scientific Advisory Panel shall 
select the scientists from 60 nominations 
submitted by each of the National Science 
Foundation and the National Institutes of 
Health. 

"(C) A member of the Board shall be com
pensated in the same manner as a member of 
the Panel. ". 
SEC. 207. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS. 

(a) Paragraph (6) of section 3(c) (7 U.S .C. 
136a(c)(6)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(6) DENIAL OF APPLICATION FOR REGISTRA
TION.-

"(A)(i) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), if the Administrator proposes to deny an 
application for registration because the ap
plication does not satisfy the requirements 
of paragraph (5), the Administrator shall no
tify the applicant of the proposal and the 
reasons for the denial (including the factual 
basis of the proposal). 

"(ii) Unless the applicant makes the nec
essary corrections to the application and no
tifies the Administrator of the corrections 
during the 30-day period beginning on the 
day after the date the applicant receives the 
notice, or during the period the applicant 
submits a request for a hearing, the Admin
istrator may issue an order denying the ap
plication. 

"(iii) If during the period referred to in 
clause (ii), the Administrator does not re
ceive the corrections to the application or a 
request for a hearing, the Administrator 
may issue an order denying the application. 

"(iv) The order denying the application 
shall be published in the Federal Register 
and shall not be subject to judicial review. 

"(v) If during the period referred to in 
clause (ii), the Administrator receives a re
quest for a hearing, a hearing shall be con
ducted under section 6(d). 

" (vi) If a hearing is held, a decision after 
completion of the hearing shall be final and 
shall be subject to judicial review under sec
tion 16(b)(l). 

"(B)(i) The Administrator may deny an ap
plication for registration because the appli
cation does not comply with the require
ments of a rule issued under section 6(b). 

"(ii) The Administrator shall notify the 
applicant of the denial. 

"(iii) The notice shall explain why the ap
plication does not comply with the require
ments and shall state that the applicant may 
petition to amend or revoke the rule under 
section 6(b)(12).". 

(b) Section 3(c) (7 U.S.C. 136a(c)) is amend
ed by striking paragraph (8). 

(c) Section 3(d) (7 U.S.C. 136a(d)) is amend
ed-

(1) in paragraph (l)(A), by striking "on the 
initial classification and registered pes
ticides" and inserting "under section 6(b). A 
registered pesticide"; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking all that 
follows "on the environment," and inserting 
"the Administrator may initiate a proceed
ing under section 6(b).". 

(d) Section 4(e)(3)(B)(iii)(III) (7 U.S.C. 136a
l(e)(3)(B)(iii)(III)) is amended-

(!) by striking " section 6(d), except that 
the" and inserting " section 6(d). The" ; and 

(2) by inserting after " guidelines." the fol
lowing new sentence: " If a hearing is held, a 
decision after completion of the hearing 
shall be finitl. " . 

(e) Section 6(c)(4) (7 U.S.C. 136d(c)(4)) is 
amended by striking " Section 16 of this Act" 
and inserting "section 16(b)(l)". 

(f) Section 6(d) (7 U.S.C. 136d(d)) is amend
ed-

(1) by striking the first sentence and in
serting the following new sentence: " If a 
hearing is requested pursuant to section 
3(c)(2)(B)(iv), 3(c)(6), or 4(e)(3)(B)(iii)(III), or 
subsection (c)(2) or (e)(2), the hearing shall 
be held for the purpose of receiving evidence 
relevant and material to the issues raised by 
the request for the hearing."; and 

(2) by striking all that follows the eighth 
sentence and inserting the following new 
sentence: "A hearing under this subsection 
shall be held in accordance with sections 554, 
556, and 557 of title 5, United States Code. As 
soon as practicable after the completion of 
the hearing, the Administrator shall issue a 
final order setting forth the decision of the 
Administrator. The order and decision shall 
be based only on substantial evidence of the 
record of the hearing, shall set forth detailed 
findings of fact on which the order is based, 
and shall be subject to judicial review under 
section 16(b)(l)." . 

(g) Section 16(a) (7 U.S.C. 136n(a)) is 
amended by inserting after "a hearing" the 
following: "or a proceeding under section 
6(b)". 

(h) Section 16(b) (17 U.S.C. 136n(b)) is 
amended-

( I) by striking "(b) REVIEW BY COURT OF 
APPEALS.-ln the case of" and inserting the 
following: 

"(b) REVIEW BY COURT OF APPEALS.-
"(!) REVIEW OF CERTAIN ORDERS.-ln the 

case of"; 
(2) in the last sentence of paragraph (1) (as 

so designated), by striking "under this sec
tion" and inserting "under this paragraph"; 
and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(2) REVIEW OF CERTAIN RULES.-
" (A) In the case of actual controversy as to 

the valijlity of a rule issued by the Adminis
trator under section 6(b)(9), a decision by the 
Administrator under paragraph (4) or (9) of 
section 6(b) not to issue a proposed rule or to 
withdraw a proposed rule , or a denial of ape
tition to revoke or amend a final rule under 
section 6(b)(l2), a person who will be ad
versely affected by the rule or decision and 
who has filed comments in the proceeding 
leading to the rule or decision may obtain 
judicial review by filing a petition in the 
United States court of appeals for the circuit 
in which the person resides or has a place of 
business, not later than 60 days after the 
entry of the order. 

"(B) A copy of the petition shall be trans
mitted to the Administrator or an officer 
designated by the Administrator. 

"(C) On receipt of the copy of the petition, 
the Administrator shall file in court the 
record of the proceedings on which the Ad
ministrator based the rule or decision, as 
provided in section 2112 of title 28, United 
States Code. 

"(D) On the filing of the petition, the court 
shall have exclusive jurisdiction to affirm or 
set aside the rule or decision in whole or in 
part. 

"(E) The standard of review shall be the 
standard set forth in section 706 of title 5, 
United States Code. 

" (F) The judgment of the court unde~· this 
paragraph shall be final , subject to review by 
the Supreme Court on certiorari or certifi
cation as provided in section 1254 of title 28, 
United States Code. 

" (G) The commencement of proceedings 
under this section shall not, unless specifi
cally ordered by the court to the contrary, 
operate as a stay of an order.". 

(i) Section 25(a) (7 U.S.C. 136w(a)) is amend
ed by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

" (5) EXCEPTION.-The requirements of this 
subsection shall not apply to a rule or rule
making proceeding under section 6(b).". 

(j) Section 25(d)(l) (as designated by sec
tion 206) is further amended-

(1) in the first sentence, by striking "of the 
action proposed in notices of intent issued 
under section 6(b) and"; and 

(2) in the second sentence-
(A) by striking "notices of intent and"; 

and 
(B) by striking "6(b) or 25(a) , as applica

ble," and inserting "25(a),". 
(k) The second sentence of section 25(e) (7 

U.S.C. 136w(e)) is amended by inserting be
fore the period at the end the following: " , 
except for an action that may be taken 
under section 6(b)". 
SEC. 208. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO FIFRA 

TABLE OF CONTENTS. 
The table of contents in section l(b) (7 

U.S.C. prec. 121) is amended-
(1) by striking the item relating to section 

3(c)(6) and inserting the following new item: 
" (6) Denial of application for 

registration. ' '; 
(2) by striking the item relating to section 

3(c)(8); 
(3) by striking the item relating to section 

6(b) and inserting the following new items: 
"(b) Cancellation and change in 

classification or other 
terms or conditions of reg
istration. 

" (I) Authority. 
"(2) Basis for rule. 
"(3) Prenotice procedures. 
"(4) Advance notice to public. 
"(5) Docket. 
"(6) Notice of proposed rule

making. 
"(7) Informal hearing. 
"(8) Review by Scientific Ad

visory Panel. 
"(9) Final action. 
"(10) Modification or- can-

cellation. 
"(11) Denial of applications. 
"(12) Amendment of rule. 
"(13) Judicial review. 
"(14) Exception to require

ments."; 
(4) by striking the item relating to section 

16(b) and inserting the following new items: 
"(b) Review by court of appeals. 

"(l) Review of certain orders. 
" (2) Review of certain rules."; 

(5) by adding at the end of the items relat
ing to section 25(a) the following new item: 

"(5) Exception."; 
(6) by striking the item relating to section 

25(d) and inserting the following new items: 
"(d) Scientific Advisory Panel. 

"(l) In general. 
"(2) Science Review Board."; 

and 
(7) -by striking the item relating to section 

28(c) and inserting the following new items: 
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"(c) Integrated pest manage

ment. 
"(1) In general. 
"(2) Joint research and devel

opment.''. 
TITLE III-AMENDMENTS TO THE FED

ERAL FOOD, DRUG, AND COSMETIC ACT 
SEC. 301. REFERENCE. 

Whenever in this title an amendment is ex
pressed in terms of an amendment to a sec
tion or other provision, the reference shall 
be considered to be made to a section or 
other provision of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 321 et seq.). 
SEC. 302. DEFINITIONS. 

(a) PESTICIDE CHEMICAL; PESTICIDE CHEMI
CAL RESIDUE.-Section 201(q) (21 u.s.c. 
321(q)) is amended to read as follows: 

"(q)(l) The term 'pesticide chemical' 
mean&-

"(A) any substance that is a pesticide 
within the meaning of section 2(u) of the 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136(u)), 

"(B) any active ingredient of a pesticide 
within the meaning of section 2(a) of the 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136(a)), or 

"(C) any inert ingredient of a pesticide 
within the meaning of section 2(m) of the 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136(m)). 

"(2) The term 'pesticide chemical residue' 
means a residue in or on raw agricultural 
commodity or processed food of-

"(A) a pesticide chemical, or 
"(B) any other added substance that is 

present in the commodity or food primarily 
as a result of the metabolism or other deg
radation of a pesticide chemical. 

"(3) Notwithstanding subparagraphs (1) 
and (2), the Administrator may by regulation 
except a substance from the definition of 
'pesticide chemical' or 'pesticide chemical 
residue' if-

"(A) the substance's occurrence as a resi
due on a raw agricultural commodity or 
processed food is attributable primarily to 
natural causes or to human activities not in
volving the use of any substances for a pes
ticidal purpose in the production, storage, 
processing, or transportation of any raw ag
ricultural commodity or processed food, and 

"(B) the Administrator, after consultation 
with the Secretary, determines that the sub
stance more appropriately should be regu
lated under one or more provisions of this 
Act other than sections 402(a)(2)(B) and 408. ". 

(b) FOOD ADDITIVE.-Subparagraphs (1) and 
(2) of section 201(s) (21 U.S.C. 321(s)) are 
amended to read as follows: 

"(1) a pesticide chemical residue in or on a 
raw agricultural commodity or processed 
food; or 

"(2) a pesticide chemical; or". 
(C) PROCESSED FOOD.-Section 201 (21 u.s.c. 

321) is amended by adding at the end the fol
lowing: 

"(gg) The term 'processed food' means any 
food other than a raw agricultural commod
ity and includes any raw agricultural com
modity that has been subject to processing, 
such as canning, cooking, freezing, dehydra
tion, or milling. 

"(hh) The term 'Administrator' means the 
Administrator of the United States Environ
mental Protection Agency.". 
SEC. 303. PROHIBITED ACTS. 

Section 30l(j) (21 U .S.C. 331(j)) is amended 
by inserting before the first period the fol
lowing: ", or the violation of section 408(g)(2) 
or any regulation issued under such sec
tion.". 

SEC. 304. ADULTERATED FOOD. 
Section 402(a)(2) (21 U.S.C. 342(a)(2)) is 

amended to read as follows: 
"(2) if-
"(A) it bears or contains any added poison

ous or added deleterious substance (other 
than a substance that is a pesticide chemical 
residue in or on a raw agricultural commod
ity or processed food, a food additive, a color 
additive, or a new animal drug) that is un
safe within the meaning of section 406; 

"(B) it bears or contains a pesticide chemi
cal residue that is unsafe within the meaning 
of section 408(a); or 

"(C) it is or if it bears or contain&-
"(i) any food additive that is unsafe within 

the meaning of section 409; or 
" (ii) a new animal drug (or conversion 

product thereof) that is unsafe within the 
meaning of section 512; or" . 
SEC. 305. TOLERANCES AND EXEMPTIONS FOR 

PESTICIDE CHEMICAL RESIDUES. 
Section 408 (21 U.S.C. 346a) is amended to 

read as follows: 
"SEC. 408. TOLERANCES AND EXEMPTIONS FOR 

PESTICIDE CHEMICAL RESIDUES. 
"(a) REQUIREMENT FOR TOLERANCE OR EX

EMPTION.-
"(1) DEFINITION.-For the purposes of this 

section, the term 'food,' when used as a noun 
without modification, shall mean a raw agri
cultural commodity or processed food . 

"(2) GENERAL RULE.-Except as provided in 
paragraph (3) or (4), any pesticide chemical 
residue in or on a food shall be deemed un
safe for the purpose of section 402(a)(2)(B) un
less--

"(A) a tolerance for such pesticide chemi
cal residue in or on such food is in effect 
under this section and the concentration of 
the residue is within the limits of the toler
ance; or 

"(B) an exemption from the requirement of 
a tolerance is in effect under this section for 
the pesticide chemical residue. 

"(3) PROCESSED FOOD.-Notwithstanding 
paragraph (2), the following provisions shall 
apply with respect to processed food: 

"(A) If a tolerance is in effect under this 
section for a pesticide chemical residue in or 
on a raw agricultural commodity, a pesticide 
chemical residue that is present in or on a 
processed food because the food is made from 
that raw agricultural commodity shall not 
be considered unsafe within the meaning of 
section 402(a)(2)(B) despite the lack of a tol
erance for the pesticide chemical residue in 
or on the processed food if the concentration 
of the pesticide chemical residue in the proc
essed food when ready for consumption or 
use is not greater than the tolerance pre
scribed for the pesticide chemical residue in 
the raw agricultural commodity. 

"(B) If an exemption from the requirement 
for a tolerance is in effect under this section 
for a pesticide chemical residue in or on a 
raw agricultural commodity, a pesticide 
chemical residue that is present in or on a 
processed food because the food is made from 
that raw agricultural commodity shall not 
be considered unsafe within the meaning of 
section 402(a)(2)(B). 

"(4) RESIDUES OF DEGRADATION PRODUCTS.
If a pesticide chemical residue is present in 
or on a food because it is a metabolite or 
other degradation product of a precursor 
substance that itself is a pesticide chemical 
or pesticide chemical residue, such a residue 
shall not be considered to be unsafe within 
the meaning of section 402(a)(2)(B) despite 
the lack of a tolerance or exemption from 
the need for a tolerance for such residue in 

·Or on such food if-
"(A) the Administrator has not determined 

that the degradation product is likely to 

pose any potential health risk from dietary 
exposure that is of a different type than, or 
of a greater significance than, any risk posed 
by dietary exposure to the precursor sub
stance; 

" (B) either-
"(i) a tolerance is in effect under this sec

tion for residues of the precursor substance 
in or on the food, and the combined level of 
residues of the degradation product and the 
precursor substance in or on the food is at or 
below the stoichiometrically equivalent 
level that would be permitted by the toler
ance if the residue consisted only of the pre
cursor substance rather than the degrada
tion product; or 

"(ii) an exemption from the need for a tol
erance is in effect under this section for resi
dues of the precursor substance in or on the 
food; and 

"(C) the tolerance or exemption for resi
dues of the precursor substance does not 
state that it applies only to particular 
named substances or states that it does not 
apply to residues of the degradation product. 

"(5) EFFECT OF TOLERANCE OR EXEMPTION.
While a tolerance or exemption from the re
quirement for a tolerance is in effect under 
this section for a pesticide chemical residue 
with respect to any food, the food shall not 
by reason of bearing or containing any 
amount of such a residue be considered to be 
adulterated within the meaning of section 
402(a)(l). 

"(b) AUTHORITY AND STANDARD FOR TOLER
ANCES.-

" (1) AUTHORITY.-The Administrator may 
issue regulations establishing, modifying, or 
revoking a tolerance for a pesticide chemical 
residue in or on a food-

"(A) in response to a petition filed under 
subsection (d); or 

"(B) on the Administrator's initiative 
under subsection (e). 

"(2) STANDARD.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.- A tolerance may not be 

established for a pesticide chemical residue 
in or on a food at a level that is higher than 
a level that the Administrator determines is 
adequate to protect the public health. 

" (B) MODIFICATION OR REVOCATION OF A TOL
ERANCE.-The Administrator shall modify or 
revoke a tolerance if it is at a level higher 
than the level that the Administrator deter
mines is adequate to protect the public 
health. 

"(C) DETERMINATION FACTORS.-In making 
a determination under this paragraph, the 
Administrator shall take into account, 
among other relevant factors, the validity, 
completeness, and reliability of the available 
data from studies of the pesticide chemical 
residue, the nature of any toxic effects 
shown to be caused by the pesticide chemical 
in such studies, available information and 
reasonable assumptions concerning the rela
tionship of the results of such studies to 
human risk, available information and rea
sonable assumptions concerning the dietary 
exposure levels of food consumers (and major 
identifiable subgroups of food consumers, in
cluding infants and children) to the pesticide 
chemical residue, and available information 
and reasonable assumptions concerning the 
variability of the sensitivities of major iden
tifiable groups, including infants and chil
dren, and shall consider other factors to the 
extent required by subparagraph (F). 

"(D) NEGLIGIBLE DIETARY RISK STANDARD.
For purposes of subparagraph (A). a toler
ance level for a pesticide chemical residue in 
or on a food shall be considered to be ade
quate to protect the public health if the die
tary risk posed to food consumers by such 
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level of the pesticide chemical residue is neg
ligible. The Administrator shall by regula
tion set forth the factors and methods for de
termining whether such a risk is negligible. 

"(E) CALCULATION OF DIETARY RISK.-Where 
reliable data are available, the Adminis
trator shall calculate the dietary risk posed 
to food consumers by a pesticide chemical on 
the basis of the percent of food actually 
treated with the pesticide chemical and the 
actual residue levels of the pesticide chemi
cal that occur in food. In particular, the Ad
ministrator shall take into account aggre
gate pesticide use and residue data collected 
by the Department of Agriculture. 

"(F) EXCEPTIONS TO THE NEGLIGIBLE DIE
TARY RISK STANDARD.-For purposes of sub
paragraph (A), a level of a pesticide chemical 
residue in or on a food that poses a greater 
than negligible dietary risk to consumers of 
the food shall be considered to be adequate 
to protect the public health if the Adminis
trator determines that such risk is not un
reasonable because--

"(i) use of the pesticide that produces the 
residue protects humans or the environment 
from adverse effects on public health or wel
fare that would, directly or indirectly, result 
in greater risk to the public or the environ
ment than the dietary risk from the pes
ticide chemical residue; 

"(ii) use of the pesticide avoids risks to 
workers, the public, or the environment that 
would be expected to result from the use of 
another pesticide or pest control method on 
the same food and that are greater than the 
risks that result from dietary exposure to 
the pesticide chemical residue; or 

"(iii) the unavailability of the pesticide 
would limit the availability to consumers of 
an adequate, wholesome, and economical 
food supply, taking into account regional 
and domestic effects, and such adverse ef
fects are likely to outweigh the risk posed by 
the pesticide residue. 
In making the determination under this sub
paragraph, the Administrator shall not con
sider the effects on any pesticide registrant, 
manufacturer, or marketer of a pesticide. 

"(3) LIMITATIONS.-
"(A) ISSUANCE OF TOLERANCE.-A tolerance 

may be issued under the authority of para
graph (2)(F) only if the Administrator has as
sessed the extent to which efforts are being 
made to develop either an alternative meth
od of pest control or an alternative pesticide 
chemical for use on such commodity or food 
that would meet the requirements of para
graph (2)(D). 

"(B) ESTABLISHMENT OF A TOLERANCE.- A 
tolerance for a pesticide chemical residue in 
or on a food shall not be established by the 
Administrator unless the Administrator de
termines, after consultation with the Sec
retary, that there is a practical method for 
detecting and measuring the levels of the 
pesticide chemical residue in or on the food. 

"(C) ESTABLISHMENT OF A TOLERANCE 
LEVEL.-A tolerance for a pesticide chemical 
residue in or on a food shall not be estab
lished at a level lower than the limit of de
tection of the method for detecting and 
measuring the pesticide chemical residue 
specified by the Administrator under sub
paragraph (B). 

"(4) INTERNATIONAL STANDARDS.-In estab
lishing a tolerance for a pesticide chemical 
residue in or on a food, the Administrator 
shall take into account any maximum resi
due level for the chemical in or on the food 
that has been established by the Codex 
Alimentarius Commission. The Adminis
trator shall determine whether the Codex 
maximum residue level is adequate to pro-

tect the health of United States' consumers 
and whether the data supporting the maxi
mum residue level are valid, complete, and 
reliable. If the Administrator determines not 
to adopt a Codex maximum residue level, the 
Administrator shall publish a notice in the 
Federal Register setting forth the reasons. 

"(.c) AUTHORITY AND STANDARD FOR EXEMP
TIONS.-

"(1) AUTHORITY.-The Administrator may 
issue a regulation establishing, modifying, or 
revoking an exemption from the requirement 
for a tolerance for a pesticide chemical resi
due in or on a food-

"(A) in response to a petition filed under 
subsection (d); or 

"(B) on the Administrator's initiative 
under subsection (e). 

"(2) STANDARD.-
"(A) IN GENERAL.-An exemption from the 

requirement for a tolerance for a pesticide 
chemical residue in or on a food may be es
tablished only if the Administrator deter
mines that a tolerance is not needed to pro
tect the public health, in view of the levels 
of dietary exposure to the pesticide chemical 
residue that could reasonably be expected to 
occur. 

"(B) REVOCATION OF EXEMPTION.- An ex
emption from the requirement for a toler
ance for a pesticide chemical residue in or on 
a food shall be revoked if the Administrator, 
in response to a petition for the revocation 
of the exemption or at the Administrator's 
own initiative determines that the exemp
tion does not satisfy the criterion of sub
paragraph (A). 

"(C) DETERMINATION FACTORS.-In making 
a determination under this subparagraph, 
the Administrator shall take into account, 
among other relevant factors, the factors set 
forth in subsection (b)(2)(C). 

"(3) LIMITATION.-An exemption from the 
requirement for a tolerance for a pesticide 
chemical residue in or on a food shall not be 
established by the Administrator unless the 
Administrator determines, after consulta
tion with the Secretary-

"(A) that there is a practical method for 
detecting and measuring the levels of such 
pesticide chemical residue in or on such 
food; or 

"(B) that there is no need for such a meth
od, and states the reasons for such deter
mination in the order issuing the regulation 
establishing or modifying the regulation. 

"(d) PETITION FOR TOLERANCE OR EXEMP
TION.-

"(1) PETITIONS AND PETITIONERS.-Any per
son may file with the Administrator a peti
tion proposing the issuance of a regulation

"(A) establishing, modifying, or revoking a 
tolerance for a pesticide chemical residue in 
or on a food; or 

"(B) establishing or revoking an exemption 
from the requirement of a tolerance for such 
a residue. 

"(2) PETITION CONTENTS.-
"(A) ESTABLISHMENT.-A petition under 

paragraph (1) to establish a tolerance or ex
emption for a pesticide chemical residue 
shall be supported by such data and informa
tion as are specified in regulations issued by 
the Administrator, including-

"(i)(I) an informative summary of the peti
tion and of the data, information, and argu
ments submitted or cited in support of the 
petition; and 

"(II) a statement that the petitioner 
agrees that such summary or any informa
tion it contains may be published as a part 
of the notice of filing of the petition to be 
published under this subsection and as part 
of a proposed or final regulation issued under 
this section; 

"(ii) the name, chemical identity, and 
composition of the pesticide chemical resi
due and of the pesticide chemical that pro
duces the residue; 

"(iii) data showing the recommended 
amount, frequency, method, and time of ap
plication of that pesticide chemical; 

"(iv) full reports of tests and investiga
tions made with respect to the safety of the 
pesticide chemical, including full informa
tion as to the methods and controls used in 
conducting such tests and investigations; 

"(v) full reports of tests and investigations 
made with respect to the nature and amount 
of the pesticide chemical residue that is like
ly to remain in or on the food, including a 
description of the analytical methods used; 

"(vi) a practical method for detecting and 
measuring the levels of the pesticide chemi
cal residue in or on the food, or a statement 
why such a method is not needed; 

"(vii) practical methods for removing any 
amount of the residue that would exceed any 
proposed tolerance; 

"(viii) a proposed tolerance for the pes
ticide chemical residue, if a tolerance is pro
posed; 

"(ix) all relevant data bearing on the phys
ical or other technical effect that the pes
ticide chemical is intended to have and the 
quantity of the pesticide chemical that is re
quired to produce the effect; 

"(x) if the petition relates to a tolerance 
for a processed food, reports of investiga
tions conducted using the processing method 
or methods used to produce such food; 

"(xi) such information as the Adminis
trator may require to make the determina
tion under subsection (b)(2)(E); and 

"(xii) such other data and information as 
the Administrator requires by regulation to 
support the petition. 
If information or data required by this sub
paragraph is available to the Administrator, 
the person submitting the petition may cite 
the availability of the information or data in 
lieu of submitting it. The Administrator 
may require a petition to be accompanied by 
samples of the pesticide chemical with re
spect to which the petition is filed. 

"(B) MODIFICATION OR REVOCATION.-The 
Administrator may by regulation establish 
the requirements for information and data to 
support a petition to modify or revoke a tol
erance or to revoke an exemption from the 
requirement for a tolerance. 

"(3) NOTICE.-A notice of the filing of a pe
tition that the Administrator determines 
has met the requirements of paragraph (2) 
shall be published by the Administrator 
within 30 days after such determination. The 
notice shall announce the availability of a 
description of the analytical methods avail
able to the Administrator for the detection 
and measurement of the pesticide chemical 
residue with respect to which the petition is 
filed or shall set forth the petitioner's state
ment of why such a method is not needed. 
The notice shall include the summary re
quired by paragraph (2)(A)(i). 

"(4) ACTIONS BY THE ADMINISTRATOR.-The 
Administrator shall, after giving due consid
eration to a petition filed under paragraph 
(1) and any other information available to 
the Administrator-

"(A) issue a final regulation (which may 
vary from that sought by the petition) estab
lishing, modifying, or revoking a tolerance 
for the pesticide chemical residue or an ex
emption of the pesticide chemical residue 

. from the requirement of a tolerance; 
"(B) issue a proposed regulation under sub

section (e), and thereafter either issue a final 
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regulation under subsection (e) or an order 
denying the petition; or 

" (C) issue an order denying the petition. 
" (5) EFFECTIVE DATE.- A regulation issued 

under paragraph (4) shall take effect upon 
publication. 

" (6) FURTHER PROCEEDINGS.-
" (A) OBJECTIONS.-Not later than 60 days 

after a regulation or order is issued under 
paragraph (4), subsection (e)(l), or subsection 
(f)(l), any person may file objections thereto 
with the Administrator, specifying with par
ticularity the provisions of the regulation or 
order considered to be objectionable and 
stating reasonable grounds therefor. If the 
regulation or order was issued in response to 
a petition under paragraph (d)(l) , a copy of 
each objection filed by a person other than 
the petitioner shall be served by the Admin
istrator on the petitioner. 

"(B) PUBLIC EVIDENTIARY HEARING.-An ob
jection may include a request for a public 
evidentiary hearing upon the objection. The 
Administrator shall, upon the initiative of 
the Administrator or upon the request of an 
interested person and after due notice , hold 
a public evidentiary hearing if and to the ex
tent the Administrator determines that such 
a public hearing is necessary to receive fac
tual evidence relevant to material issues ·or 
fact raised by the objections. The presiding 
officer in such a hearing may authorize a 
party to obtain discovery from other persons 
and may upon a showing of good cause made 
by a party issue a subpoena to compel testi
mony or production of documents from any 
person. The presiding officer shall apply the 
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure in making 
any order for the protection of the witness or 
the content of documents produced and shall 
order the payment of reasonable fees and ex
penses as a condition to requiring testimony 
of the witness. On contest, such a subpoena 
may be enforced by a Federal district court. 

"(C) ISSUANCE OF AN ORDER.-After receiv
ing the arguments of the parties, the Admin
istrator shall, as soon as practicable , issue 
an order stating the action taken upon each 
such objection and setting forth any revision 
to the regulation or prior order that the Ad
ministrator has found to be warranted. If a 
hearing was held under subparagraph (B), 
such order and any revision to the regulation 
or prior order shall, with respect to ques
tions of fact at issue in the hearing, be based 
only on substantial evidence of record at 
such hearing, and shall set forth in detail the 
findings of facts and the conclusions of law 
or policy upon which the order or regulation 
is based. 

" (D) EFFECTIVE DATE OF AN ORDER.-An 
order issued under this paragraph ruling on 
an objection shall not take effect before the 
90th day after its publication unless the Ad
ministrator finds that emergency conditions 
exist necessitating an earlier effective date, 
in which event the Administrator shall 
specify in the order the Administrator's find
ings as to such conditions. 

" (7) JUDICIAL REVIEW.-
" (A) FILING OF PETITION .- In a case of ac

tual controversy as to the validity of any 
order issued under paragraph (6) or any regu
lation that is the subject of such an order, 
any person who will be adversely affected by 
such order or regulation may obtain judicial 
review by filing in the United States Court 
of Appeals for the circuit wherein such per
son resides or has its principal place of busi
ness, or in the United States Court of Ap
peals for the District of Columbia Circuit, 
not later than 60 days after publication of 
such order, a peti"tion praying that the order 
or regulation be set aside in whole or in part. 

"(B) FILING OF RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS.-A 
copy of the petition shall be forthwith trans
mitted by the clerk of the court to the Ad
ministrator, or any officer designated by the 
Administrator for that purpose, and there
upon the Administrator shall file in the 
court the record of the proceedings on which 
the Administrator based the order or regula
tion, as provided in section 2112 of title 28, 
United States Code. Upon the filing of such 
a petition, the court shall have exclusive ju
risdiction to affirm or set aside the order or 
regulation complained of in whole or in part. 
The findings of the Administrator with re
spect to questions of fact shall be sustained 
only if supported by substantial evidence 
when considered on the record as a whole. 

" (C) ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE.-If a party ap
plies to the court for leave to adduce addi
tional evidence, and shows to the satisfac
tion of the court that the additional evi
dence is material and that there were rea
sonable grounds for the failure to adduce the 
evidence in the proceeding before the Admin
istrator, the court may order that the addi
tional evidence (and evidence in rebuttal 
thereof) shall be taken before the Adminis
trator in the manner and upon the terms and 
conditions the court deems proper. The Ad
ministrator may modify prior findings as to 
the facts by reason of the additional evi
dence so taken and may modify the order or 
regulation accordingly. The Administrator 
shall file with the court any such modified 
finding, order, or regulation. 

"(D) FINAL JUDGMENT.-The judgment of 
the court affirming or setting aside, in whole 
or in part, any order under paragraph (6) and 
any regulation that is the subject of such an 
order shall be final, subject to review by the 
Supreme Court of the United States as pro
vided in section 1254 of title 28 of the United 
States Code. The commencement of proceed
ings under this paragraph shall not, unless 
specifically ordered by the court to the con
trary, operate as a stay of a regulation or 
order. 

" (E) LIMITATIONS ON JUDICIAL REVIEW.-Any 
issue as to which review is or was obtainable 
under paragraph (6) and this paragraph shall 
not be the subject of judicial review under 
any other provision of law. 

" (e) ACTION ON ADMINISTRATOR'S OWN INI
TIATIVE.-

"(l) GENERAL RULE.-The Administrator 
may issue a regulation-

"(A) establishing, modifying, or revoking a 
tolerance for a pesticide chemical or a pes
ticide chemical residue; 

"(B) establishing or revoking an exemption 
of a pesticide chemical residue from the re
quirement of a tolerance; or 

"(C) establishing general procedures and 
requirements to implement this section. 
A regulation issued under this paragraph 
shall become effective upon its publication. 

"(2) NOTICE.-Before issuing a final regula
tion under paragraph (1), the Administrator 
shall issue a notice of proposed rulemaking 
and provide a period of not less than 60 days 
for public comment on the proposed regula
tion, except that a shorter period for com
ment may be provided if the Administrator 
for good cause finds that it would be con
trary to the public interest to do so and 
states the reasons for the finding in the no
tice of proposed rulemaking. The Adminis
trator shall provide an opportunity for a 
public hearing during the rulemaking under 
procedures provided in subsection (d)(6)(B). 

" (f) SPECIAL DATA REQUIREMENTS.-
"(!) REQUIRING SUBMISSION OF ADDITIONAL 

DATA.- If the Administrator determines that 
additional data or information are reason-

ably required to support the continuation of 
a tolerance or exemption that is in effect 
under this section for a pesticide chemical 
residue on a food, the Administrator shall-

"(A) issue a notice requiring the persons 
holding the pesticide registrations associ
ated with such tolerance or exemption to 
submit the data or information under sec
tion 3(c)(2)(B) of the Federal Insecticide , 
Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 
136a(c)(2)(B)); 

"(B) issue a rule requiring that testing be 
conducted on a substance or mixture under 
section 4 of the Toxic Substances Control 
Act (15 U.S.C. 2603); or 

"(C) publish in the Federal Register, after 
first providing notice and an opportunity for 
comment of not less than 90 days duration, 
an order-

"(i) requiring the submission to the Ad
ministrator by one or more interested per
sons of a notice identifying the person or 
persons who will submit the required data 
and information; 

"(ii) describing the type of data and infor
mation required to be submitted to the Ad
ministrator and stating why the data and in
formation could not be obtained under the 
authority of section 3(c)(2)(B) of the Federal 
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act 
(7 U.S.C. 136a(c)(2)(B)) or section 4 of the 
Toxic Substances Control Act (15 U.S.C. 
2603); 

"(iii) describing the reports to the Admin
istrator required to be prepared during and 
after the collection of the data and informa
tion; 

"(iv) requiring the submission to the Ad
ministrator of the data, information, and re
ports referred to in clauses (ii) and (iii); and 

"(v) establishing dates by which the sub
missions described in clauses (i) and (iv) 
must be made. 
The Administrator may revise any such 
order to correct an error. 

" (2) NONCOMPLIANCE.-If a submission re
quired by a notice issued in accordance with 
paragraph (l)(A) or an order issued under 
paragraph (l)(B) is not made by the time 
specified in such notice or order, the Admin
istrator may by order published in the Fed
eral Register modify or revoke the tolerance 
or exemption in question. 

"(3) REVIEW.-An order issued under this 
subsection shall be effective upon publica
tion and shall be subject to review in accord
ance with paragraphs (6) and (7) of sub
section (d). 

"(g) CONFIDENTIALITY AND USE OF DATA.
"(l) GENERAL RULE.-Data and information 

that are submitted to the Administrator 
under this section in support of a tolerance 
shall be entitled to confidential treatment 
for reasons of business confidentiality and to 
exclusive use and data compensation, to the 
same extent provided by sections 3 and 10 of 
the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136a and 136h). 

"(2) EXCEPTIONS.- Data that are entitled to 
confidential treatment under paragraph (1) 
may be disclosed to the Congress, and may 
be disclosed, under such security require
ments as the Administrator may provide by 
regulation, to-

"(A) employees of the United States who 
are authorized by the Administrator to ex
amine such data in the carrying out of their 
official duties under this Act or other Fed
eral laws intended to protect the public 
health; or 

"(B) contractors with the United States 
authorized by the Administrator to examine 
such data in the carrying out of contracts 
under such statutes. 
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"(3) SUMMARIES.-Notwithstanding any 

provision of this subsection or other law, the 
Administrator may publish the informative 
summary required by subsection (d)(2)(A)(i) 
and may, in issuing a proposed or final regu
lation or order under this section, publish an 
informative summary of the data relating to 
the regulation or order. 

"(h) STATUS OF PREVIOUSLY ISSUED REGU
LATIONS.-

"(l) REGULATIONS UNDER SECTION 406.-Reg
ulations affecting pesticide chemical resi
dues in or on raw agricultural commodities 
promulgated, in accordance with section 
701(e), under the authority of section 406(a) 
upon the basis of public hearings instituted 
before January 1, 1953, shall be deemed to be 
regulations issued under this section and 
shall be subject to modification or revoca
tion under subsections (d) and (e). 

"(2) REGULATIONS UNDER SECTION 409.-Reg
ulations that established tolerances for sub
stances that are pesticide chemical residues 
on or in processed food, or that otherwise 
stated the conditions under which such pes
ticide chemicals could be safely used, and 
that were issued under section 409 on or be
fore the date of the enactment of this para
graph, shall be deemed to be regulations is
sued under this section and shall be subject 
to modification or revocation under sub
section (d) or (e). 

"(3) REGULATIONS UNDER SECTION 408.-Reg
ulations that established tolerances or ex
emptions under this section that were issued 
on or before the date of the enactment of 
this paragraph shall remain in effect unless 
modified or revoked under subsection (d) or 
(e). 

"(i) TRANSITIONAL PROVISION.-If. on the 
day before the date of the enactment of this 
subsection, a substance that is a pesticide 
chemical was, with respect to a particular 
pesticidal use of the substance and any re
sulting pesticide chemical residue in or on a 
particular food-

"(1) regarded by the Administrator or the 
Secretary as generally recognized as safe for 
use within the meaning of the provisions of 
section 408(a) or 20l(s) as then in effect; or 

"(2) regarded by the Secretary as a sub
stance described by section 201(s)(4), 
such a pesticide chemical residue shall be re
garded as exempt from the requirement for a 
tolerance, as of the date of enactment of this 
subsection. The Administrator shall by regu
lation indicate which substances are de
scribed by this subsection. An exemption 
under this subsection may be revoked or 
modified as if it had been issued under sub
section.(c). 

"(j) HARMONIZATION WITH ACTION UNDER 
OTHER LAWS.-

"(1) LIMITATION.-Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this Act, a final rule under 
this section that revokes, modifies, or sus
pends a tolerance or exemption for a pes
ticide chemical residue in or on a food may 
be issued only if the Administrator has first 
taken any necessary action under the Fed
eral Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide 
Act (7 U.S.C. 136 et seq.), with respect to the 
registration of the pesticide whose use re
sults in such residue to ensure that any au
thorized use of the pesticide in producing, 
storing, processing, or transporting food that 
occurs after the issuance of such final rule 
under this section will not result in pesticide 
chemical residues on such food that are un
safe within the meaning of subsection (a). 

"(2) REVOCATION OF TOLERANCE OR EXEMP
TION FOLLOWING CANCELLATION OF ASSOCIATED 
REGISTRATIONS.-If the Administrator, acting 
under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, 

and Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136 et seq.), 
cancels the registration of each pesticide 
that contains a particular pesticide chemical 
and that is labeled for use on a particular 
food, or requires that the registration of 
each such pesticide be modified to prohibit 
its use in connection with the production, 
storage, or transportation of such food, due 
in whole or in part to dietary risks to hu
mans posed by residues of such pesticide 
chemical on such food, the Administrator 
shall revoke any tolerance or exemption that 
allows the presence of such pesticide chemi
cal, or any pesticide chemical residue that 
results from its use, in or on such food. The 
Administrator shall use the procedures set 
forth in subsection (e) in taking action under 
this paragraph. A revocation under this 
paragraph shall become effective not later 
than 180 days after-

"(A) the date by which each such cancella
tion of a registration has become effective; 
or 

"(B) the date on which the use of the can
celed pesticide becomes unlawful under the 
terms of the cancellation, 
whichever is later. 

"(3) SUSPENSION OF TOLERANCE OR EXEMP
TION FOLLOWING SUSPENSION OF ASSOCIATED 
REGISTRATIONS.-

"(A) SUSPENSION.-If the Administrator, 
acting under the Federal Insecticide, Fun
gicide, and Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136 et 
seq.), suspends the use of each registered pes
ticide that contains a particular pesticide 
chemical and that is labeled for use on a par
ticular food, due in whole or in part to die
tary risks to humans posed by residues of 
such pesticide chemical on such food, the Ad
ministrator shall suspend any tolerance or 
exemption that allows the presence of such 
pesticide chemical, or any pesticide chemical 
residue that results from its use, in or on 
such food. The Administrator shall use the 
procedures set forth in subsection (e) in tak
ing- action under this paragraph. A suspen
sion under this paragraph shall become effec
tive not later than 60 days after the date by 
which each such suspension of use has be
come effective. 

"(B) EFFECT OF SUSPENSION.-The suspen
sion of a tolerance or exemption under sub
paragraph (A) shall be effective as long as 
the use of each associated registration of a 
pesticide is suspended under the Federal In
secticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (7 
U.S.C. 136 et seq.). While a suspension of a 
tolerance or exemption is effective the toler
ance or exemption shall not be considered to 
be in effect. If the suspension of use of the 
pesticide under such Act is terminated, leav
ing the registration of the pesticide for such 
use in effect under such Act, the Adminis
trator shall rescind any associated suspen
sion of a tolerance or exemption. 

"(4) TOLERANCES FOR UNAVOIDABLE RESI
DUES.-ln connection with action taken 
under paragraph (2) or (3), or with respect to 
pesticides whose registrations were canceled 
prior to the effective date of this paragraph, 
if the Administrator determines that a resi
due of the canceled or suspended pesticide 
chemical will unavoidably persist in the en
vironment and thereby be present in or on a 
food, the Administrator may establish a tol
erance for the pesticide chemical residue at 
a level that permits such unavoidable resi
due to remain in such food. In establishing 
such a tolerance, the Administrator shall 
take into account the factors set forth in 
subsection (b)(2)(F)(iii) and shall use the pro
cedures set forth in subsection (e). The Ad
ministrator shall review any such tolerance 
periodically and modify it as necessary so 

that it allows only that level of the pesticide 
chemical residue that is unavoidable. 

"(5) PESTICIDE RESIDUES RESULTING FROM 
LAWFUL APPLICATION OF PESTICIDE.-Notwith
standing any other provision of this Act, if a 
tolerance or exemption for a pesticide chem
ical residue in or on a food has been revoked, 
suspended, or modified under this section, an 
article of that food shall not be considered 
unsafe solely because of the presence of such 
pesticide chemical residue in or on such food 
if it is shown to the satisfaction of the Sec
retary that-

"(A) the residue is present as the result of 
an application or use of a pesticide at a time 
and in a manner that was lawful under the 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136 et seq.); and 

"(B) the residue does not exceed a level 
that was authorized at the time of that ap
plication or use to be present on the food 
under a tolerance, exemption, food additive 
regulation, or other sanction then in effect 
under this Act, 
unless, in the case of any tolerance or ex
emption revoked, suspended, or modified 
under this subsection or subsection (d) or (e), 
the Administrator has issued a determina
tion that consumption of the legally treated 
food during the period of its likely availabil
ity in commerce will pose an unreasonable 
dietary risk. 

"(k) FEES.-The Administrator shall by 
regulation require the payment of such fees 
as will in the aggregate, in the judgment of 
the Administrator, be sufficient over a rea
sonable term to provide, equip, and maintain 
an adequate service for the performance of 
the Administrator's functions under this sec
tion. Under the regulations, the performance 
of the Administrator's services or other 
functions under this section, including-

"(1) the acceptance for filing of a petition 
submitted under subsection (d); 

"(2) the promulgation of a regulation es
tablishing, modifying, or revoking a toler
ance or establishing or revoking an exemp
tion from the requirement of a tolerance 
under this section; 

"(3) the acceptance for filing of objections 
under subsection (d)(6); or 

"(4) the certification and filing in court of 
a transcript of the proceedings and the 
record under subsection (d)(7), 
may be conditioned upon the payment of 
such fees. The regulations may further pro
vide for waiver or refund of fees in whole or 
in part when in the judgment of the Admin
istrator such a waiver or refund is equitable 
and not contrary to the purposes of this sub
section. 

"(l) NATIONAL UNIFORMITY OF TOLER
ANCES.-

"(l) QUALIFYING PESTICIDE CHEMICAL RESI
DUE.-For purposes of this subsection, the 
term 'qualifying pesticide chemical residue' 
means a pesticide chemical residue resulting 
from the use, in production, processing, or 
storage of a food, of a pesticide chemical 
that is an active ingredient and that-

"(A) was first approved for such use in a 
registration of a pesticide issued under sec
tion 3(c)(5) of the Federal Insecticide, Fun
gicide, Rodenticide Act (7 U .S.C. 136a(c)(5)) 
on or after April 25, 1985, on the basis of data 
determined by the Administrator to meet all 
applicable requirements for data prescribed 
by regulations in effect under such Act on 
April 25, 1985; or 

"(B) was approved for such use in a rereg
istration eligibility determination issued 
under section 4(g) of the Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 
136a-l(g)) on or after the date of enactment 
of the Food Quality Protection Act of 1993. 
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"(2) QUALIFYING FEDERAL DETERMINATION.

For purposes of this subsection, the term 
'qualifying Federal determination' means--

" (A) a tolerance or exemption from the re
quirement for a tolerance for a qualifying 
pesticide chemical residue that was---

"(i) issued under this section after the date 
of enactment of the Food Quality Protection 
Act of 1993; and 

" (ii) issued (or, pursuant to subsection (h) 
or (i) , deemed to have been issued) under this 
section, and determined by the Adminis
trator to meet the standard under subsection 
(b)(2) (in the case of a tolerance) or (c)(2) (in 
the case of an exemption); and 

" (B) any statement, issued by the Sec
retary, of the residue level below which en
forcement action will not be taken under 
this Act with respect to any qualifying pes
ticide chemical residue , if the Secretary 
finds that such pesticide chemical residue 
level permitted by such statement during 
the period to which such statement applies 
protects human heal th. 

" (3) LIMITATION.-The Administrator may 
make the determination described in para
graph (2)(A)(ii) only by issuing a rule in ac
cordance with the procedure set forth in sub
section (d) or (e) and only if the Adminis
trator issues a proposed rule and allows a pe
riod of not less than 30 days for comment on 
the proposed rule. Any such rule shall be 
reviewable in accordance with paragraphs (6) 
and (7) of subsection (d). 

" (4) STATE AUTHORITY.-Except as provided 
in paragraph (5), no State or political sub
division may establish or enforce any regu
latory limit on a qualifying pesticide chemi
cal residue in or on any food if a qualifying 
Federal determination applies to the pres
ence of such pesticide chemical residue in or 
on such food, unless such State regulatory 
limit is identical to such qualifying Federal 
determination. A State or political subdivi
sion shall be considered to establish or en
force a regulatory limit on a pesticide chem
ical residue in or on food if it purports to 
prohibit or penalize the production, process
ing, shipping, or other handling of a food be
cause it contains a pesticide residue (in ex
cess of a prescribed limit), or if it purports to 
require that a food containing a pesticide 
residue be the subject of a warning or other 
statement relating to the presence of the 
pesticide residue in the food. 

"(5) PETITION PROCEDURE.-
" (A) IN GENERAL.-Any State may petition 

the Administrator for authorization to es
tablish in such State a regulatory limit on a 
qualifying pesticide chemical residue in or 
on any food that is not identical to the 
qualifying Federal determination applicable 
to such qualifying pesticide chemical resi
due. 

" (B) PETITION REQUIREMENTS.- Any peti
tion under subparagraph (A) shall-

"(i) satisfy any requirements prescribed, 
by rule, by the Administrator; and 

"(ii) be supported by scientific data about 
the pesticide chemical residue that is the 
subject of the petition or about chemically 
related pesticide chemical residues, data on 
the consumption within such State of food 
bearing the pesticide chemical residue, and 
data on exposure of humans within such 
State to the pesticide chemical residue. 

"(C) ORDER.-Subject to paragraph (6) , the 
Administrator may, by order, grant the au
thorization described in subparagraph (A) if 
the Administrator determines that the pro
posed State regulatory limit-

"(i) is justified by compelling local condi
tions; 

"(ii) would not unduly burden interstate 
commerce; and 

" (iii) would not cause any food to be in vio
lation of Federal law. 

" (D) CONSIDERATION OF PETITION AS PETI
TION FOR TOLERANCE OR EXEMPTIONS.- In lieu 
of any action authorized under subparagraph 
(C), the Administrator may treat a petition 
under this paragraph as a petition under sub
section (d) to revoke or modify a tolerance 
or to revoke an exemption. If the Adminis
trator determines to treat a petition under 
this paragraph as a petition under subsection 
(d), the Administrator shall thereafter act on 
the petition pursuant to subsection (d). 

" (E) REVIEW OF ORDER.-Any order of the 
Administrator granting or denying the au
thorization described in subparagraph (A) 
shall be subject to review in the manner de
scribed in subsections (d)(6) and (d)(7). 

" (6) RESIDUES FROM LAWFUL APPLICATION.
No State or political subdivision may en
force any regulatory limit on the level of a 
pesticide chemical residue that may appear 
in or on any food if, at the time of the appli
cation of the pesticide that resulted in such 
residue, the sale of such food with such resi
due level was lawful under this Act and 
under the law of such State, unless the State 
demonstrates that consumption of the food 
containing such pesticide residue level dur
ing the period of the food 's likely availabil
ity in the State will pose an unreasonable di
etary risk to the health of persons within 
such State.". 
SEC. 305. CONFORMING AMENDMENT. 

Section 512(a)(l) (21 U .S.C. 360b(a)(l)) is 
amended by striking " section 402(a)(2)(D)" 
and inserting " section 402(a)(2)(C)(ii)". 
SEC. 306. AUI'HORIZATION FOR INCREASE MON· 

ITO RING. 
There is authorized to be appropriated 

$12,000,000 in addition to other amounts ap
propriated for increased monitoring by the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services of 
pesticide residues in imported and domestic 
food. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, on June 
28 of this year, the National Academy 
of Sciences released its long-awaited 
report, "Pesticides in the Diets of In
fants and Children." The Academy be
lieves that the food supply is safe, but 
concluded that there is room for im
provement, particularly when it comes 
to our children. Senator PRYOR and I 
are introducing legislation to expedite 
the recommendations of the National 
Academy of Sciences, along with other 
improvements in the way we regulate 
pesticides. 

This bill specifically recognizes that 
need for obtaining better information 
on what children eat, and what's in the 
food they eat. The bill also calls for 
improvements in the toxicity testing 
requirements of pesticides and methods 
of risk assessment to ensure that pes
ticide tolerances adequately ensure the 
safety of our children. 

In addition, this legislation puts an 
end to the pesticide double standard by 
creating a single safety standard for 
pesticide tolerances on raw and proc
essed food as recommended by another 
recent Academy report. The bill also 
establishes procedures to expedite cur
rent cancellation and suspension au
thority in order to remove bad actors 
from the market quickly avoiding cost
ly and time-consuming adjudicatory 
proceedings. Finally, the bill directs 

EPA and USDA to research and collect 
data on integrated pest management to 
reduce or eliminate the use of high risk 
pesticides. 

Many of the concepts contained in 
this bill have been embraced by the ad
ministration. I look forward to work
ing closely with the administration on 
these very difficult issues as they 
progress. 

I urge all my colleagues to join Sen
ator PRYOR and me in supporting this 
sound, comprehensive approach to pes
ticide regufatory reform. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, today I 
join with Senators PRYOR and LUGAR in 
support of maintaining a plentiful, 
wholesome, and economical food sup
ply. Our Nation now enjoys some of the 
highest safety standards and the lowest 
food prices in the world. I am con
vinced that we can maintain this qual
ity supply by means oflaws and regula
tions which promote sound and prac
tical scientific methods while consider
ing the advantageous aspects of certain 
pesticides to the national health and 
economy. However, a combination of 
antiquated legislation, a recent judi
cial decision, and EPA policy now 
threaten to undermine the integrity of 
the food supply. 

In 1958, Congress enacted the Delaney 
clause of the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act [FD&C Act] which pro
hibits the approval of any food addi
tives found to be carcinogenic, no mat
ter how remote the statistical prob
ability of additional cancers. The 
clause completely ignores any consid
eration of social benefit in relation to 
the significance of the risk posed by 
the additive. 

The Delaney clause illustrates well 
how the admirable intentions of strict 
Government regulations often create a 
situation which later becomes onerous. 
As analytical methods have improved, 
so has our ability to detect trace 
amounts of residual substances in food 
products as well as the ability to pre
dict remote health threats. Residual 
substances can now be detected at lev
els well below threshold level. Cancer 
rates can be predicted at levels far 
fewer than one additional cancer per 
million people. 

The Environmental Protection Agen
cy [EPA], after realizing the anachro
nistic nature of the clause, established 
a de minimis policy for pesticides and 
additives to processed foods; that is, 
they established a policy accepting of 
negligible risks to allow much needed 
flexibility. This standard, supported by 
a 1987 National Academy of Sciences 
study, allowed for pesticide levels 
which are suspected of producing less 
than one additional cancer per million 
people. In addition, EPA departed from 
the de minimis restrictions to allow for 
somewhat higher risks when benefits 
are judged significant. This was in 
compliance with current law applying 
only to nonprocessed foods which 
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maintains that EPA must consider 
"the need for an adequate, wholesome, 
and economical food supply" when es
tablishing regulations for these resi
dues. 

However, this functional policy was 
overturned by the decision of the U.S. 
ninth circuit court last year in the 
case of Les versus Reilly. This decision 
has created a possible crisis. EPA has 
identified 32 pesticides used on 29 dif
ferent crops subject to the court deci
sion and the Delaney clause con
sequently prohibiting them from use. 
The paradox created is that though 
this act was intended to protect the 
public health, it now prohibits reg
istration of pesticides which may cause 
less risk than other pesticides avail
able which do not happen to bear the 
dreaded title of carcinogen, but which 
may in fact pose greater health risk of 
another nature. 

The court decision regarding the 
Delaney clause in addition to new stud
ies by the National Academy of 
Sciences regarding food safety has led 
to renewed interest in reforming pes
ticide and food additive policy in gen
eral. The FD&C Act and the Federal In
secticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide 
Act [FIFRA] have both been under 
scrutiny by my colleagues looking to 
improve upon current pesticide regula
tions. The bill presented by Senators 
PRYOR and LUGAR today seeks not only 
to find a solution to the Delaney di
lemma, but also to expand upon several 
broader concerns which have arisen out 
of current regulations found in FD&C 
and FIFRA. 

The first of these reforms strikes at 
the very heart of the regulatory ineffi
ciency of FIFRA. It provides EPA with 
the streamlined regulatory procedures 
needed to quickly eliminate the use of 
any pesticide by removing the con
straints of the layers of paperwork now 
necessary for EPA to cancel the use of 
a pesticide. EPA sometimes needs to 
respond quickly in emergency situa
tions to eliminate the use of certain 
pesticides when updated scientific data 
shows that such an action is necessary. 
The new provisions for cancellation 
outlined in the legislation not only re
place a cumbersome adjudicatory hear
ing with an informal rulemaking pro
cedure, but they also require that EPA 
seek scientific background from USDA, 
FDA, and EPA scientists. In addition, 
it allows for a comment period which is 
significant while not being too much of 
a regulatory burden. This reform pre
sents a moderate approach to the can
cellation procedure, promoting swift 
action while allowing all interested 
parties sufficient time to respond to 
proposed cancellations. 

The heart of the reforms presented in 
this bill, however, are the amendments 
to the FD&C Act. It is here that the 
troublesome Delaney clause is replaced 
by a modern and rational standard lim
iting pesticide risks to negligible levels 

as recommended by the National Acad
emy of Sciences. This standard would 
be uniform across all foods. Impor
tantly, the standard is flexible and al
lows EPA to consider benefits when 
setting pesticide tolerances. Such ben
efits would include nutritional benefits 
as well as the impact of a loss of a pes
ticide on the availability and afford
ability of wholesome domestic foods. 

This flexible negligible risk standard 
also would take into account the valid
ity and reliability of studies on indi
vidual pesticides and incorporate real
life, commonsense data into the devel
opment of residue tolerances. It would 
not base tolerances on theoretically 
ambiguous, arbitrary assumptions 
which ignore actual application levels 
to crops and actual residue levels found 
in the food supply. This bill offers a 
moderate, commonsense approach to 
pesticide tolerance levels which seeks 
to regulate the excessive use of pes
ticides while still recognizing that pes
ticides are beneficial to society. 

This bill, unlike the current Delaney 
clause, would allow for further techno
logical and analytical improvements to 
be incorporated into EPA's regulatory 
strategy. Not only would it give EPA 
the flexibility to adapt regulations to 
the specific circumstances of individ
ual foods and their real impact on 
human health, but it would enable EPA 
to consider any new scientific evidence 
concerning major subgroups of the pop
ulation. For instance, the National 
Academy of Sciences recently released 
a study on the nature of the effects of 
pesticides on children. The NAS pro
posed that EPA consider the specific 
needs of children-their unique diets 
and nutritional requirements-when 
establishing tolerances. This bill al
lows for and promotes an incorporation 
of any such new information into regu
lation, while avoiding unnecessary dis
ruptions while taking into account 
common practice and available sci
entific data. Likewise, the bill estab
lishes no numerical standards. Instead, 
the legislation advocates a rational, 
real-life approach to pesticide regula
tion-something that the Delaney 
clause did not allow. This approach 
recognizes that analytic methods are 
constantly improving, and that the 
EPA should be given authority to set 
tolerance levels on a case-by-case basis 
which allows for such improvements as 
well as the inclusion of subgroups. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation so that we may respond to 
the real crisis situation which has been 
created by the Delaney clause. Pes
ticides and food additives provide great 
benefits to American agriculture and 
American consumers. The loss of the 
pesticides listed by the EPA for can
cellation in response to Les versus 
Reilly will result in reductions in crop 
yields, farm income, agricultural em
ployment, and American competitive
ness abroad. We must understand that 

pesticides and food safety are not mu
tually exclusive, but that pesticides 
help provide our Nation with a food 
supply that is truly plentiful, whole
some, and economical. As pesticides 
are unnecessarily forced out of the 
market, the availability of 
anticarcinogenic, wholesome fruits and 
vegetables declines and the probability 
of disease-causing organisms in food 
increases. In light of the great impact 
of pesticides on the Nation's good 
health and healthy economy, it is im
perative that we allow EPA to balance 
the benefits and risks of pesticide use 
as they search for meaningful toler
ance and registration regulations. 

Mr. President, if the Congress is to 
improve the safety of our food supply 
and the health of our economy, it must 
follow this course. We cannot enact 
regulations based upon hypothesis and 
panic, but we must instead search for 
ways to maintain the quality of our 
food supply in a rational, scientifically 
based method. This legislation is a 
great step toward that goal, and I urge 
my colleagues to support it. 

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to join with Senators 
PRYOR and LUGAR and others in intro
ducing the Food Quality Protection 
Act of 1993. This legislation is needed 
to update our Nation's food safety laws 
to reflect the state of modern science 
and to ensure the continued integrity 
of our food supply. 

Congress has be struggling for years 
now to arrive at appropriate reforms to 
update our food safety laws, but con
sensus has eluded us. Now, we no 
longer have the luxury of time to re
solve this issue. The ninth circuit 
court ruling in Les versus Reilly, re
quiring the strict application of the 
Delaney clause's zero-risk standard for 
setting pesticide tolerances, could re
sult in the revocation of 32 to 60 toler
ances. This would affect 80 to 100 dif
ferent crops. Further, as the process of 
pesticide reregistration now underway 
continues, more pesticides may fall 
within the scope of a strictly inter
preted Delaney clause, affecting Amer
icans' continued access to abundant, 
affordable foods. 

The National Academy of Sciences' 
report, "Pesticides in the Diets of In
fants and Children," also underscores 
the need for timely action on food safe
ty reforms. The report finds that chil
dren may be at greater health risk 
from exposure to pesticides in the foods 
they consume. Children consume less 
of a variety of foods and consume more 
food per unit of body weight than 
adults. In addition, children are grow
ing and developing and thus have dif
ferent metabolic rates than adults. Our 
food safety laws must be updated to re
flect these differences. 

As we again tackle the reform of our 
food safety laws, it is important to re
member that our Nation currently en
joys a food supply that is unparalleled 



September 21, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 21931 
in its safety, abundance, and afford
ability. I believe that there are several 
principles which must underlie our re
form efforts if we are to retain and en
hance this balance among safety, abun
dance, and affordability. 

First, a single, narrative negligible 
risk standard should be used as the 
basis for regulating pesticide residues 
in raw and processed food. It would be 
unwise, in my view, to establish a nu
merical standard in law, given the ad
vances we are constantly making in 
our scientific understanding of the ef
fects of pesticides. 

Second, it is important that in set
ting tolerances, the Environmental 
Protection Agency [EPA] be required 
to balance potential pesticide health 
risks against the benefits consumers 
may receive from the continued avail
ability of a pesticide. 

Third, in establishing pesticide expo
sure assessments, the EPA should be 
given the flexibility to use actual data 
on food consumption, pesticide use, and 
residue, as opposed to mandating the 
use of hypothetical, worst-case expo
sure assumptions. 

Fourth, reform should encourage and 
support the development of safer pes
ticides and alternatives to the use of 
pesticides. 

Fifth, reform should be comprehen
sive and include changes in the Federal 
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide 
Act to give the EPA the necessary 
tools to remove potentially hazardous 
pesticides from the market within a 
reasonable time-frame. 

These principles inform the Food 
Quality Protection Act of 1993. This 
legislation provides a strong founda
tion for the reform of our food safety 
laws. I am looking forward to working 
with my colleagues to perfect this leg
islation and to achieve the consensus 
necessary to respond to the pressing 
need to update our Nation's food safety 
laws. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 106 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. DURENBERGER] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 106, a bill to modernize 
the United States Customs Service. 

s . 446 

At the request of Mr. ROTH, the 
names of the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. DECONCINI] and the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. SIMON] were added as co
sponsors of S. 446, a bill to extend until 
January 1, 1996, the existing suspension 
of duty on tamoxifen citrate. 

s . 486 

At the request of Mr. HEFLIN, the 
names of the Senator from Illinois [Ms. 
MOSELEY-BRAUN] and the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. METZENBAUM] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 486, a bill to establish 
a specialized corps of judges necessary 

for certain Federal proceedings re
quired to be conducted, and for other 
purposes. 

s. 540 

At the request of Mr. HEFLIN, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. LOTT] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 540, a bill to improve the administra
tion of the bankruptcy system, address 
certain commercial issues and 
consumer issues in bankruptcy, and es
tablish a commission to study and 
make recommendations on problems 
with the bankruptcy system, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 669 

At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
the name of the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. CRAIG] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 669, a bill to permit labor manage
ment cooperative efforts that improve 
America's economic competitiveness to 
continue to thrive, and for other pur
poses. 

s. 784 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. CHAFEE] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 784, a bill to amend the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to estab
lish standards with respect to dietary 
supplements, and for other purposes. 

s. 852 

At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. PELL] was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 852, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide for the pay
ment to States of per diem for veterans 
who receive adult day health care 
through State homes, and to authorize 
the provision of assistance to States 
for the construction of adult day 
health care facilities at State homes. 

s. 1054 

At the request of Mr. GLENN, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
AKAKA] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1054, a bill to impose sanctions against 
any foreign person or United States 
person that assists a foreign country in 
acquiring a nuclear explosive device or 
unsafeguarded nuclear material, and 
for other purposes. 

s. 1055 

At the request of Mr. GLENN, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
AKAKA] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1055, a bill to amend the Nuclear Non
Proliferation Act of 1978 and the Atom
ic Energy Act of 1954 to improve the or
ganization and management of United 
States nuclear export controls, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 1111 

At the request of Mr. KERREY, the 
names of the Senator from Washington 
[Mrs. MURRAY], the Senator from Cali
fornia [Mrs. BOXER], the Senator from 
New Jersey [Mr. LAUTENBERG], and the 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
LIEBERMAN] were added as cosponsors 
of S. 1111, a bill to authorize the mint
ing of coins to commemorate the Viet-

nam Veterans' Memorial in Washing
ton, D.C. 

s. 1171 

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 
names of the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. NUNN] , the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. HEFLIN], and the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. JOHNSTON] were added 
as cosponsors of S. 1171, a bill to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 with 
respect to the taxation of certain spon
sorship payments to tax-exempt orga
nizations and certain amounts received 
by Olympic organizations. 

s . 1350 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. MATHEWS] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 1350, a bill to amend the 
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act of 
1977 to provide for an expanded Federal 
program of hazard mitigation and in
surance against the risk of cata
strophic natural disasters, such as hur
ricanes, earthquakes, and volcanic 
eruptions, and for other purposes. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 41 

At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
names of the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. BINGAMAN] and the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. BOREN] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
41, a joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States to require a balanced 
budget. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 91 

At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 
names of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
HATFIELD], the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. EXON], the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. DASCHLE], the Senator 
from Hawaii [Mr. AKAKA], the Senator 
from South Dakota [Mr. PRESSLER], 
and the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
KERREY] were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Joint Resolution 91, a joint res
olution designating October 1993 and 
October 1994 as "National Domestic Vi
olence Awareness Month.'' 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 105 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
name of the Sena tor from New Jersey 
[Mr. BRADLEY] was added as a cospon
sor of Senate Joint Resolution 105, a 
joint resolution designating both Sep
tember 29, 1993, and September 28, 1994, 
as "National Barrier Awareness Day." 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 31 

At the request of Mr. DODD, the name 
of the Senator from Maryland [Ms. MI
KULSKI] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 31, a 
concurrent resolution concerning the 
emancipation of the Iranian Baha'i 
community. 

AMENDMENT NO. 905 

At the request of Mr. BUMPERS the 
names of the Senator from North Da
kota [Mr. DORGAN] and the Senator 
from Minnesota [Mr. WELLSTONE] were 
added as cosponsors of Amendment No. 
905 proposed to H.R. 2491, a bill making 
appropriations for the Departments of 
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Veterans Affairs and Housing and 
Urban Development, and for sundry 
independent agencies, boards, commis
sions, corporations, and offices for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1994, 
and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

SELF-EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY 
ACT 

WOFFORD (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 906 

(Ordered referred to the Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources.) 

Mr. WOFFORD (for himself, Mr. KEN
NEDY, and Mr. BRADLEY) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill (S. 1045) to permit 
States to establish programs using un
employment funds to assist unem
ployed individuals in becoming self-em
ployed, as follows: 

On page 3, strike lines 9 through 15, and in
sert the following: 

(C) BENEFITS.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-If the Secretary author

izes a self-employment program for a State 
under this section, the State may use the 
State unemployment fund to provide cash 
unemployment benefits, exclusive of the ex
penses of administration, to individuals par
ticipating in the program. 

(2) USE OF AMOUNTS.-No State may use 
amounts made available under paragraph (1) 
for any purpose other than the provision of 
the benefits described in paragraph (1) to the 
individuals described in paragraph (1). Such 
benefits shall be used to assist such individ
uals in becoming self-employed. 

(3) PROVISION OF BENEFITS.-A State that 
provides benefits under paragraph (1) to indi
viduals participating in a self-employment 
program shall provide the benefits to the in
dividuals on a weekly basis. 

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDEPEND
ENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 1994 

BRADLEY (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 907 

Mr. BRADLEY (for himself, Mr. HAT
FIELD, MR. FEINGOLD, and Mrs. FEIN
STEIN) proposed an amendment to the 
bill (H.R. 2491) making appropriations 
for the Departments of Veterans Af
fairs and Housing and Urban Develop
ment, and for sundry independent 
agencies, boards, commissions, cor
porations, and offices for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1994, and for 
other purposes, as follows: 

On page 71, line 21, strike " $25,000,000" and 
insert " $5,000,000". 

WARNER AMENDMENT NO. 908 
Mr. WARNER proposed an amend

ment to the bill H.R. 2491, supra; as fol
lows: 

On page 60, line 9, after " 1994" insert the 
following: ", and any funds above such 
$1,000,000,000 may only be obligated with the 
approval of Congress. 

WARNER AMENDMENT NO. 909 
Mr. WARNER proposed an amend

ment to amendment No. 908 proposed 
by himself to the bill H.R. 2491, supm; 
as follows: 

Strike all after the first clause and add: 
" any funds above such Sl,000,000,100 may only 
be obligated with the approval of Congress.". 

BUMPERS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 910 

Mr. BUMPERS (for himself, Mr. 
COHEN, Mr. KOHL, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. 
LAUTENBERG, Mr. BRADLEY, Mr. 
DASCHLE, and Mr. FEINGOLD) proposed 
an amendment to the bill H.R. 2491, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 62, after line 2, add the following: 
"Provided, That of the funds provided under 
this heading $100,000,000 shall be made avail
able for termination of the contracts relat
ing to the Advanced Solid Rocket Motor 
project.". 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent on behalf of the Govern
mental Affairs Committee for author
ity to meet for a hearing on Tuesday, 
September 21, at 9:30 a.m., on the sub
ject: Environmental Problems in the 
Federal Government. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 

FORESTRY 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry be 
allowed to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Tuesday, September 21, 
1993, at 2:30 p.m., in SD-138 on "The 
North American Free-Trade Agree
ment: Effect on U.S. Agriculture." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources be author
ized to meet for a joint hearing with 
the House Energy and Commerce Com
mittee's Subcommittee on Health and 
the Environment on legislative issues 
related to pesticides, during the session 
of the Senate on Tuesday, September 
21, 1993, at 2:30 p.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS 

The hearing will be held on September 
21, 1993, at 9:30 a.m., in room 334 of the 
Cannon House Office Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the Committee on 
Finance be permitted to meet today at 
10 a.m. to hear testimony on the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
be authorized to meet during the ses
sion of the Senate Tuesday, September 
31, 1993, at 10 a.m. to markup S. 1275, 
the Community Development, Credit 
Enhancement and Regulatory Improve
ment Act of 1993. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER RESOURCES, TRANS

PORTATION, PUBLIC BUILDINGS AND ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask that 

the Subcommittee on Water Resources, 
Transportation, Public Buildings and 
Economic Development, Committee on 
Environment and Public Works, be au
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Tuesday, September 21, 
beginning at 10 a.m., to conduct a hear
ing on the National Performance Re
view report's suggested reforms to the 
General Services Administration's real 
estate activities. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS, NATIONAL 
PARKS AND FORESTS 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Subcommittee 
on Public Lands, National Parks and 
Forests of the committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate, 
2:30 p.m., September 21, 1993, to receive 
testi:::nony on the following bills: S. 986, 
to provide for an interpretive center at 
the Civil War Battlefield of Corinth, 
MS, and for other purposes; S. 1033, to 
establish the Shenandoah Valley Na
tional Battlefields and Commission in 
the Commonwealth of Virginia, and for 
other purposes; S. 1341, to establish the 
Wheeling National Heritage Area in 
the State of West Virginia, and for 
other purposes; and H.R. 1305, to make 
boundary adjustments and other mis
cellaneous changes to authorities and 
programs of the National Park Service. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 
Mr. FORD. The Committee on Veter

ans' Affairs would like to request unan-
imous consent to hold a joint hearing TRIBUTE TO MR. BILLY JIM 
with the House Committee on Veter- VAUGHN 
ans' Affairs to receive the legislative . • Mr. MATHEWS. Mr. President, I rise 
presentation of the American Legion. today to pay tribute to Mr. Billy Jim 
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Vaughn who has been the Scoutmaster 
for troop one in Brentwood, in my 
home State of Tennessee for 59 years. 

During his tenure as Scoutmaster, 
nearly 150 boys have earned the cov
eted and prestigious rank of Eagle 
Scout under his stewardship. 

Over these many years, I am sure he 
has been a guiding influence in the 
lives of hundreds of young men, instill
ing in them a strong sense of pride, 
confidence, and accomplishment. 

He is to be commended for his com
mitment and dedication to the Boy 
Scouts of America and to the youth of 
middle Tennessee, and for his outstand
ing service and contribution to his 
community.• 

SENATOR HELMS' NEA 
AMENDMENTS 

• Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I rise to explain my votes to oppose 
both amendments offered by Senator 
HELMS making changes in how the Na
tional Endowment for the Arts distrib
utes grants to States, arts organiza
tions, and individual artists around the 
country. 

Members of this body know of my 
long-standing support for the NEA and 
for governmental funding for the arts, 
in general. 

In part, that support reflects what I 
learned in the early 1970's when I 
helped design Minnesota's State pro
gram in support of the arts. 

I became convinced at that time that 
government at all levels should play a 
positive role in ensuring broad access 
to the arts and in encouraging and rec
ognizing art that is of high quality. 

In part, my longstanding support for 
the NEA also reflects the importance 
of the NEA to Minnesota'E arts com
munity and to the Nation as a whole. 

Minnesota has historically been 
among the top three States in the 
number and total volume of NEA 
grants both sought and received. 

We have an outstanding State Arts 
Board, which receives both NEA grants 
and distributes State funding, as well. 

Of course, we are well known for 
some of the Nation's best large arts or
ganizations-the Guthrie Theatre, Min
nesota Orchestra, St. Paul Chamber 
Orchestra, Walker Art Center, Min
neapolis Institute of Arts, and many 
others. 

And, we also have hundreds of com
munity theatre groups and smaller arts 
organizations-and thousands of indi
vidual artists-in small towns and 
cities and neighborhoods all over the 
State. 

Because of the strength of Min
nesota's arts leadership, our State's 
arts organizations and individual art
ists have always done well under the 
competitive grant programs run by the 
NEA. 

In the first three quarters of the cur
rent fiscal year, for example, Min- · 

nesota artists and arts groups received 
94 NEA grants totaling more than $4.7 
million. 

The groups ranged from large and 
internationally known organizations 
like the Walker Art Center and Min
nesota Orchestral Association to indi
vidual artists like Helen Demichiel and 
Jim Periman. 

Also among Minnesota NEA grant re
cipients were smaller arts groups 
throughout the State-including the 
New Tradition Theatre Company in St. 
Cloud and St. Francis Music Center in 
Little Falls. 

Not all States are equally endowed, 
however. 

And, I realize an argument can be 
made that the NEA's funds should be 
distributed in a way that helps bring 
more support to States that don't get 
funded now. That is one reason a por
tion of NEA funds now go to States on 
a formula basis, rather than competi
tively. 

That balance in how funds are dis
tributed has worked well in the past, 
however, and it should not now be dis
rupted. It is vital that a significant 
portion of NEA funds continue to be 
distributed on a nationally competitive 
basis. That way Congress' original in
tent-that NEA grants help stimulate 
nationally recognized quality-will be 
maintained. 

Significant leverage in broadening 
support for local arts activity in the 
private sector comes with that kind of 
NEA recognition. So, the impact of 
each dollar of NEA support is actually 
magnified many times over through 
private sector contributions. 

Finally, let me address two sugges
tions that have been made to address 
concerns about the content of art being 
funded by the NEA and accountability 
for the use of NEA funds by individual 
artists. Although the first of these sug
gestions-additional content restric
tions-is not explicitly part of Senator 
HELMS amendment-it is clearly be
hind the changing being proposed. 

This first suggestion is that we fur
ther legislate restrictions on the con
tent of art that is eligible for NEA 
funding. The second-included in the 
Helms amendment-would prohibit 
NEA grants to individual artists. 

Although I am a strong NEA sup
porter, I am also sympathetic to the 
concerns that lie behind support for ad
ditional content restrictions. And, I am 
also sensitive to concerns about ac
countability for the use of scarce Fed
eral funds, when the NEA makes grants 
to individual artists. 

However, I do not believe it is either 
wise or necessary to impose additional 
content standards on NEA grant recipi
ents. Nor do I believe it should be nec
essary to ban NEA grant awards to in
dividuals in order to assure account
ability for the use of Federal funds. 

My opposition to further content 
standards, Mr. President, does not 

mean I believe any community in this 
country should be forced to put up with 
art that is obscene or pornographic
regardless of how it is funded. 

We have laws in this country, Mr. 
President, against both obscenity or 
pornography, Mr. President. I support 
those laws. And, I believe they should 
be vigorously enforced. I also believe 
art should not be exempt from the 
standards that courts have developed 
over time that define the legal bounds 
of what is both obscene and porno
graphic. 

I also support vigorous enforcement 
of a policy I helped frame several years 
ago which r'equires NEA supported art
ists who violate local or State obscen
ity or pornography statutes to return 
their NEA grants. 

Unfortunately, defining what is por
nographic or obscene is not an easy 
job. That is why I believe its best left 
where it now lies-in criminal statutes 
and in the courts-not in this appro
priations bill or in any additional stat
utory content restrictions on the NEA. 

As to banning NEA grant awards to 
individual artists, I support reasonable 
ways of ensuring accountability for the 
use of Federal funds in ways that do 
not eliminate creativity or exclude en
tire classes of artists or entire cat
egories of value arts forms. 

My biggest concern is that an out
right ban on grants to individuals 
would disproportionately hurt certain 
art forms-like visual arts, folk arts, 
and literature-that are almost totally 
dependent on the work of individual 
artists who work independently. 

One way the NEA already addresses 
this concern is by making grants to 
collectives or other organizations 
which, in turn, make grants to individ
ual artists. 

If such c0llectives continued to be 
used, special efforts must be made to 
ensure that they were well-known 
among individual artists and diverse 
and inclusive in the awards they make. 

Let me state again, Mr. President, 
that the issues raised by the Senator 
from North Carolina deserve our atten
tion and debate. In several cases, they 
attempt to address concerns that de
serve our most thoughtful and careful 
attention. 

But, for all the reasons I have stated, 
I believe the Helms amendments would 
do more harm to arts in the commu
nities across America than it would do 
good. That is why I voted to table both 
amendments and am pleased that a ma
jority of my colleagues agreed.• 

GROUNDS FOR CASE AGAINST 
FAKE TURF 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I happen 
to be a football fan. I enjoy watching 
games on television, on those occasions 
when I have the time to do so. 

It is the only sport I follow closely. 
I know from various articles I read 

that artificial turf is tough on players, 
particularly their knees. 
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Just recently, I read an item by 

Brian Hewitt, of the Chicago Sun
Times, titled, "Grounds for Case 
Against Fake Turf." 

Here is one football fan who casts his 
vote for using natural grass and avoid
ing some of the injuries we now have 
with professional football. 

I ask to insert the article by Brian 
Hewitt into the RECORD at this point. 

The article follows: 
[From the Chicago Sun-Times; Sept. 19, 1993] 

GROUNDS FOR CASE AGAINST FAKE TURF 

(By Brian Hewitt) 
This is what you need to know about the 

debate over the relative merits of artificial 
playing surfaces vs. grass fields in the NFL: 

Owners run the league. 
Owners are out to make money. 
Artificial surfaces are generally cheaper to 

maintain than grass. 
Artificial surfaces are harder and faster 

than grass which makes falls and collisions 
more dangerous. 

There is no organized movement among 
players to eliminate artificial surfaces. 

The risk of injury on an artificial surface 
is greater than on grass. 

The NFL disputes this last item. But its 
arguments are unconvincing. 

"We continue to study the NFLPA's asser
tion that artificial turf causes more serious 
injuries than grass fields, " league spokesman 
Greg Aiello said. " Unfortunately, injuries 
occur on both surfaces. There are certainly 
many instances in which an artificial turf 
that provides for even footing and a cushion 
would be preferable to a frozen, bumpy, worn 
grass field." 

But last year John Powell, the NFL's chief 
tracker of injury trends, published a com
parative analysis of knee injuries in the 
league from 1980 through 1989 in the Amer
ican Journal of Sports Medicine. And even 
Powell had to acknowledge in his study, 
" anterior cruciate ligament (ACL) 
sprains show a statistically higher injury 
rate for AstroTurf." 

Powell's study charted knee sprains from 
1980 through 1989. And the most eye-popping 
piece of hard data related to special teams 
play. "Of the 18 ACL sprains attributable to 
the AstroTurf during the current study 
years," Powell wrote, " 14 ACL sprains to 
members of the kicking unit may have been 
prevented had there been no participation on 
AstroTurf." 

" Maybe this is something that should be 
addressed,'' Kansas City running back 
Marcus Allen said. "You can't say the own
ers don' t care. But there are always things 
that could be better. " 

"Artificial turf is bad," ex-Bear Dan 
Hampton said. " We all know that. It all 
comes down to dollars. You can replace play
ers easier than grass." 

That doesn't mean all owners are evil or 
that the league is conspiring to preside over 
a mounting injury toll. Fifteen NFL teams 
play their home games on artificial surfaces, 
13 on natural grass. Bears president Michael 
Mccaskey, a man roundly and ceaselessly 
bashed for being fiscal at all the wrong 
times, deserves credit for nagging the Park 
District into converting Soldier Field back 
from artificial turf to natural grass prior to 
the 1988 season. It was because of 
McCaskey's urging that the Chicago Park 
District decided to spend the $800,000 needed 
to tear out the old artificial turf and replace 
it with grass. 

"A lot of careers have been lost on this 
crap," said former Bears running back-

turned broadcaster Mike Adamle, who re
ported the removal of the artificial turf for 
the WLS-TV on March 29, 1988. 

But the loosely-organized natural grass 
movement suffered a setback when the 1988 
summer drought coupled with poor installa
tion prevented the new Soldier Field sod 
from taking root. 

Park District officials had to replace the 
grass before the first regular-season home 
game. Then Mccaskey asked them to replace 
it again after the season. The Park District 
refused the request. And, according to Tim 
LeFevour, the Bears director of administra
tion, it has refused the same request every 
year since then. 

The net effect, according to NFL agron
omist George Toma, was to discourage other 
teams from converting to grass from turf. 
This, Toma said, " was the kind of thing that 
makes the artificial turf people smile." 

And doctors frown. 
"Playing on artificial turf is literally like 

almost playing on a floor," said Dr. Michael 
Schafer, the Bear's chief consulting physi
cian. " The nature of the collisions on it are 
more severe ." 

Toma said the average installation cost of 
an Astro-Turf surface that will last between 
six and 10 years ranges from $1 to $2.5 mil
lion. 

The maintenance is minimal. Real grass is 
cheaper to install-Toma estimates between 
$250,000 and $1 million-but usually takes 
more time and money to maintain. 

THE STADIUM TURFS 

Fifteen of the 28 NFL teams play on artifi
cial turf. Here's the stadium breakdown: 

Artificial turf: Cowboys, Texas Stadium; 
Eagles, Veterans Stadium; Falcons, Georgia 
Dome; Giants, Giants Stadium; Lions, Pon
tiac Silverdome; Saints, Superdome; Vi
kings, Metrodome; Bengals, Riverfront Sta
dium;* Bills, Rich Stadium; Chiefs, Arrow
head Stadium;* Colts, Hoosierdome; Jets, Gi
ants Stadium; Oilers, Astrodome;* 
Seahawks, Kingdome; Steelers, Three Rivers 
Stadium. 

Natural turf: Bears, Soldier Field; Buc
caneers, Tampa Stadium; Cardinals, Sun 
Devil Stadium; 49ers, Candlestick Park; 
Packers, Lambeau Field, Milwaukee County 
Stadium; Rams, Anaheim Stadium; Red
skins, RFK Stadium; Broncos, Mile High 
Stadium;** Browns, Cleveland Stadium; 
Chargers, Jack Murphy Stadium; Dolphins, 
Joe Robbie Stadium;** Patriots, Foxboro 
Stadium; Raiders, Memorial Coliseum. 

* AstroTurf-8. 
**Prescription Athletic Turf.• 

COSPONSORSHIP OF SENA TE 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 27 

•Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I rise today to announce my cosponsor
ship of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
27. 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 27 was 
introduced by my distinguished col
league from Vermont, Senator LEAHY, 
on May 28, 1993. A number of our col
leagues supported the Every Fifth 
Child Act in the last Congress and have 
now signed on as cosponsors of this leg
islation. 

The bill would express the sense of 
Congress that funding should be pro
vided to begin a phase-in toward full 
funding of the special supplemental 
food program for women, infants, and 

children [WIC], and of the Head Start 
programs, and to expand the Job Corps 
Program. 

Today, approximately every fifth 
child in the United States lives in pov
erty. Children are also the fastest 
growing segment of the homeless popu
lation, accounting for 15 percent of all 
homeless Americans. In Minnesota, the 
poverty rate for children between ages 
5 and 17 has climbed to 18 percent. 

Mr. President, the programs targeted 
for increases by this legislation have 
proven to be successful, worthwhile in
vestments of public funds in dealing 
with child poverty, nutrition, and job
lessness. That is why in my 15 years as 
a Senator I have consistently sup
ported both programmatic improve
ments and increased funding levels for 
all three of these programs. 

Since its inception in 1965, Head 
Start has served over 12 million low-in
come preschoolers and their families . 
Not only does this program prepare 
young children for school by teaching 
them a variety of necessary learning 
skills, but it provides medical services, 
social services and nutritional edu
cation to the entire family. Head Start 
was the first comprehensive program 
to treat the child and family as a 
whole, which recognizes the impact im
provements in parents lives will have 
on the future of the child. In addition, 
this program serves not only as a way 
to prepare children for school it is also 
fiscally sound, researchers estimate 
that for every dollar spent on Head 
Start the Federal Government sav3s $4 
in future benefit. 

Head Start has continued to see sig
nificant increases in its funding levels 
over the last couple of years. In fact, 
since 1989, the Federal commitment to 
Head Start has more than doubled, al
lowing for more children to be served 
each year. 

Recently, some questions have been 
raised concerning the quality of some 
Head Start programs. Much of this con
cern is ca used by the programs' tre
mendous growth in a very short period 
of time. Hearings have been held to dis
cuss some ideas for improving quality 
while continuing to expand the pro
gram to serve more children. An ad
ministration task force is also sched
uled to have a report ready by late Oc
tober proposing refinement of the pro
gram. These hearings will help to shape 
the reauthorization of Head Start 
which will take place next year. 

The WIC Program provides nutrition 
supplemental foods to low-income 
pregnant, postpartum and breast-feed
ing women and to children up to age 5 
who are determined to be at nutri
tional risk. Recipients also receive nu
trition education, advice and assist
ance on the importance of breast feed
ing and referrals to the heal th care sys
tem. The WIC Program also proves to 
have fiscal benefits, a Department of 
Agriculture study found that for every 



September 21, 1993 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 21935 
dollar invested in WIC up to $4 is saved 
by the Federal Government. 

Job Corps is a major training and un
employment program designed to alle
viate the severe unemployment prob
lems faced by disadvantaged youth 
throughout the United States. The 
services provided include basic edu
cation, vocational skills training, work 
experience, counseling, health care, 
and related support services. 

Mr. President, I realize that Job 
Corps is one of many current and pro
posed programs that have work place 
readiness as their goal. It has been a 
good program in the past and it de
serves our continued support. However, 
I also hope that as we expand funding 
for Job Corps we carefully consider 
how to best coordinate and integrate a 
number of other current and proposed 
efforts to improve job skills. 

As we have seen, there is a growing 
interest in National and Community 
Service, School to Work opportunities, 
and apprenticeship programs. I hope we 
can use the continuing debate to raise 
the awareness of Federal Job Corps 
programs. All of these efforts need to 
be done in concert, Mr. President. As a 
member of the Senate Labor and 
Human Resources Committee, I look 
forward to working with my colleagues 
to make sure that important goal is re
alized. 

While I fully and wholeheartedly sup
port these programs, I must also say I 
have severe concerns about funding ex
pectations. I believe deficit reduction 
is just as vital an investment in our 
children's future as direct program ex
penditures. So, while I have cospon
sored this legislation, I cannot empha
size enough the need to address our 
growing national debt, as well as the 
funding expectations of this bill. 

At the same time, I believe that this 
legislation establishes the right prior
ities. I look forward to working with 
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle 
to create an environment in which we 
can work together on these and other 
pressing human need in a fiscally re
sponsible manner.• 

VIOLENCE ON TELEVISION 
• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I have 
been working closely with the enter
tainment industry for some time now 
to encourage the reduction of gratu
itous violence on television. For many 
years, I focused only on programming. 
Recently, however, I have also focused 
on promotions. 

Clearly, a 10-, 15-, or 20-second pre
view for a violent show shown at 7 
p.m., during children's programming, 
or during coverage of a weekend after
noon sporting event, is likely to catch 
a child's eye. Jane Pauley commented 
on this program after her little girl 
witnessed a murderous preview for 
"Kiss of a Killer." Her experience led 
to an excellent article printed in TV 

Guide which I think my colleagues will 
find interesting. In her words: 

Even a parent who is careful about what 
her kids watch may be very surprised by 
what's falling through the cracks. The grue
some murder may come up just once in a 
show, but the promotions for it will show up 
many times in commercial rotation. 

Her solution? Treat television pro
motions much like the previews shown 
in movie theaters: No previews may be 
shown for movies with a rating higher 
than the feature presentation. 

Mr. President, I ask that the TV 
Guide article be printed at this point in 
the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
BLOCK THAT PROMO! 

(By Jane Pauley) 
So, what do you say when a little girl 

turns from the television set and asks: "Was 
he sticking a knife in her, Mommy?" It 
seemed perfectly clear that he was, so what 
my daughter really wanted to know was, 
"why?" 

And I knew the answer to that question. 
He appeared to be sticking a knife in the 
lady because ABC knew we'd turn to look. It 
was a teaser for the movie "Kiss of a Killer," 
scheduled for later that night, long after my 
daughter's bedtime. 

What I want to know is, why did they have 
to run that promo at 7 in the evening, be
tween World News Tonight and Jeopardy!? 
Am I the only mother springing from the 
couch in the split second between the conclu
sion of The Simpsons and the promos for 
what's ahead on Fox? And it's not that my 
own network is above it. Perhaps your kids 
caught the 20-second sneak preview of 
"Marked for Murder"-during NBC's Sports 
World on Saturday afternoon a few weeks 
ago! 

When did this become OK? 
Actually, David Letterman was first to ask 

that question. He was referring to the under
wear ads · splayed on the sides of New York 
City buses featuring rapper Marky Mark in 
his underpants clutching himself in the place 
we used to call "private." As Dave said, 
"You couldn't do that anywhere near a bus" 
when he grew up. 

So when did this become OK? We all know 
that the rules have changed. There used to 
be some pretty silly ones. In the late '50s, 
NBC censors insisted on hiding pregnant 
Florence Henderson's tummy behind a desk 
or potted plants, for instance. While that 
kind of censorship is long gone, until re
cently TV followed certain rules about what 
was fit for family viewing, depending on the 
time of day. But today those rules are barely 
observed. I'm told NBC toed the line more 
carefully when Bill Cosby led the lineup. 

While there are still loose guidelines about 
what constitutes appropriate subject matter 
for children's programs (you'll be gratified 
to know that the networks are still sensitive 
to the use of the word "bastard," but 
"butthead" is OK)-the promos and teasers 
that run during the commercial breaks oc
cupy a gray area that seems to be getting 
wider and darker by the minute. 

Even a parent who is careful about what 
her kids watch may be very surprised by 
what's falling between the cracks. The vi
cious rape or the gruesome murder may 
come up just once in a show, but the pro
motions for it will show up many times in 
commercial rotation. 

What to do? 
Well, movie theaters screen coming-attrac

tion trailers for "general audiences" when 

they know there are kids in the house. How 
hard would it be for cable and TV networks 
to do likewise-and stick to it?• 

TRIBUTE TO FONTBONNE COLLEGE 
• Mr. BOND. Mr. President, for 70 
years, Fontbonne College of St. Louis, 
MO, has served over 8,000 students in 
their pursuit of academic excellence. In 
the midst of tremendous political, soci
etal, and economic changes of the past 
seven decades, Fontbonne College has 
continued its mission to provide men 
and women with the keys to successful 
careers and intellectual fulfillment 
through a career-based liberal arts ap
proach to education. It gives me great 
pleasure, therefore, Mr. President, to 
rise in acknowledgement of the accom
plishments and contributions of 
Fontbonne College on the occasion of 
its 70th anniversary. 

The origins of Fontbonne College can 
be traced through the Sisters of St. Jo
seph of Carondelet, who founded and 
continue to sponsor the college. In 1647, 
the community of the Sisters of St. Jo
seph was formed in LePuy, France. 
Following the French Revolution, dur
ing which five of the sisters were 
guillotined, the community was re
founded in 1807 by Mother St. John 
Fontbonne, for whom the college is 
named. 

In 1836, Mother St. John Fontbonne 
sent six sisters to St. Louis to minister 
to the needs of the area's diverse in
habitants and to teach the deaf. The 
Sisters of St. Joseph concentrated on 
health care and elementary, secondary, 
and deaf education, until the turn of 
the century, when they began to estab
lish colleges for women. 

A charter for Fontbonne College was 
obtained from the State of Missouri on 
April 17, 1917, but the entrance of the 
United States into World War I in that 
year precluded the inauguration of 
classes. It was not until September 1923 
that the first classes of Fontbonne Col
lege convened. In 1948, Fontbonne was 
accredited by the North Central Asso
ciation, having been a corporate col
lege of St. Louis University before that 
time. 

Fontbonne is noted for its innovative 
programs in education and business as 
well as strong programs in the tradi
tional liberal arts. Fontbonne's dedica
tion to educational excellence is evi
denced in its significant growth and 
placement record. Since 1980, enroll
ment has increased from 880 to over 
2,000 students; placement of Fontbonne 
gradutes in their chosen field has 
reached the exceptional level of 95 per
cent. 

Fontbonne College is deeply rooted in 
the tradition and values of the Sisters 
of St. Joseph of Carondelet-quality, 
respect, diversity, community, justice, 
service, and faith. The college stands 
firmly in the Catholic tradition. 
Throughout its 70-year history, the col
lege has maintained its identity while 
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striving to meet the needs of a rapidly 
changing society. 

Often ahead of the times, Fontbonne 
College admitted African-American 
students in 1947- 8 years before the 
U.S. Supreme Court school desegrega
tion decision. In 1971, male students 
were admitted. In the 1980's, Fontbonne 
created degree programs with flexible 
scheduling to meet the needs of work
ing adult students. 

For 70 years, Fontbonne College has 
been guided by the belief that a college 
education is an important step in a 
lifelong process of personal enrichment 
and professional improvement; that 
professional studies must be founded in 
the liberal arts; that tradition must be 
blended with. innovation; and that a 
quality education must illuminate the 
path to responsibility based on high 
ethical standards and sound personal 
values. Through 70 years of change, 
Fontbonne College has sustained and 
expanded its mission of quality edu
cation. Mr. President, I ask my col
leagues to join me in honoring this fine 
institution on the occasion of its 70th 
anniversary.• 

THE CHICAGO ACADEMY OF 
SCIENCES 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, today I 
am proud to recognize the Chicago 
Academy of Science's ecological citi
zenship [EcoCit] project. 

Eco Cit is a model program designed 
to meet the need for urban environ
mental education. Using an effective, 
multidisciplinary approach, EcoCit 
educates students, teachers, and par
ents on environmental issues and re
sults in community action. Students 
benefit from a hands-on approach to 
science that is engaging and fun. 
Teachers benefit from in-service train
ing and hands-on science and coopera
tive teaching methods, and parents 
benefit from involvement in their chil
dren's education and community ac
tion. 

EcoCit is currently serving 3,800 stu
dents and 160 teachers in four public el
ementary schools in Chicago. The pro
gram is designed for inner-city, eco
nomically and educationally disadvan
taged communities, and benefits stu
dents from a wide range of racial back
grounds. 

It is vital for programs such as 
EcoCit to continue their efforts in pro
viding urban environmental education. 
If we are to ensure a safe environment 
for future generations, we must make 
an effort to educate our youth about 
the importance of preserving and en
hancing our natural resources. I com
mend the Chicago Academy of 
Science's EcoCit project and their dedi
cation to environmental education.• 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 
Mr. FORD. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent the Senate proceed 
to executive session to consider the fol
lowing nominations: Calendar No. 346, 
347, 348, 349, 350, 351, 352, 353, 354, 355, 
356, 357, 358, 359, 160, 361, 362, and 363. I 
further ask unanimous consent that 
the nominees be confirmed en bloc; 
that any statements be printed in the 
RECORD as if read; that upon confirma
tion the motions to reconsider be laid 
upon the table en bloc; that the Presi
dent be immediately notified of the 
Senate's action. 

I ask unanimous consent that the fol
lowing nominations be discharged from 
the Committee on Foreign Relations 
and placed on the Executive Calendar: 

Hazel O'Leary to be U.S. Representa
tive to the General Conference of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency; 

Ivan Selin to be an Alternative U.S. 
Representative to the General Con
ference of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency; and 

Jane Becker to be an Alternative 
U.S. Re pre sen ta ti ve to the General 
Conference of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency, and that the Senate 
return to legislative session. 

Mr. COCHRAN. We have no objection, 
Madam President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations considered and con
firmed en bloc are as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
Zachary W. Carter, of New York, to be U.S. 

attorney for the Eastern District of New 
York for the term of 4 years. 

Patrick H. NeMoyer, of New York, to be 
U.S. attorney for the Western District of 
New York for the term of 4 years. 

Mary Jo White, of New York, to be U.S. at
torney for the Southern District of New 
York for the term of 4 years. 

James Patrick Connelly, of Washington, to 
be U.S. attorney for the Eastern District of 
Washington for the term of 4 years. 

John Thomas Schneider, of North Dakota, 
to be U.S. attorney for the District of North 
Dakota for the term of 4 years. 

William David Wilmoth, of West Virginia, 
to be U.S. attorney for the Northern District 
of West Virginia for the term of 4 years. 

Gaynelle Griffin Jones, of Texas, to be U.S. 
attorney for the Southern District of Texas 
for the term of 4 years. 

Karen Elizabeth Schreier, of South Da
kota, to be U.S . attorney for the District of 
South Dakota for the term of 4 years. 

Walter Michael Troop, of Kentucky, to be 
U.S. attorney for the Western District of 
Kentucky for the term of 4 years. 

Eric Himpton Holder, Jr., of the District of 
Columbia, to be U.S. attorney for the Dis
trict of Columbia for the term of 4 years. 

Stephen Charles Lewis, of Oklahoma, to be 
U.S. attorney for the Northern District of 
Oklahoma for the term of 4 years. 

Vicki Lynn Miles-LaGrange, of Oklahoma, 
to be U.S. attorney for the Western District 
of Oklahoma for the term of 4 years. 

John W. Raley, Jr., of Oklahoma, to be 
U.S. attorney for the Eastern District of 
Oklahoma for the term of 4 years. 

Randall K. Rathbun, of Kansas, to be U.S. 
attorney for the District of Kansas for the 
term of 4 years. 

Paula Jean Casey of Arkansas, to be U.S . 
attorney for the Eastern District of Arkan
sas for the term of 4 years. 

Paul Kinloch Holmes, III, of Arkansas, to 
be U.S. attorney for the Western District of 
Arkansas for the term of 4 years. 

Lynne Ann Battaglia, of Maryland, to be 
U.S. attorney for the District of Maryland 
for the term of 4 years. 

Scott M. Matheson, Jr., of Utah, to be U.S. 
attorney for the District of Utah for the 
term of 4 years. 

Mr. FORD. Madam President, on a 
personal note, I would like to say that 
Walter Michael Troop, of Kentucky, 
has just been confirmed for U.S. attor
ney for the western district. 

STATEMENT ON U.S. ATTORNEY NOMINATIONS 

Mr. BOREN. Madam President, I am 
pleased that the Senate today confirms 
that three nominations for the U.S. at
torney positions in Oklahoma. These 
outstanding Oklahomans each have ex
tensive experience in our justice sys
tem. They have a long history of dedi
cation to our justice system and the 
principles it represents. 

Vicki Miles-LaGrange will serve as 
U.S. attorney for the western district. 
Her nomination is historic because she 
will be the first African-American 
woman to serve the Nation as U.S. at
torney. Her strong qualifications guar
antee that she will be among the Na
tion's finest Federal prosecutors. She 
began her career in the U.S. courts in 
1973, serving as a law clerk for two Fed
eral district court judges. She then 
moved to the Department of Justice in 
Washington, DC, serving for 4 years as 
law clerk and attorney. 

In 1983, Ms. LaGrange became assist
ant district attorney in Oklahoma 
County. In 1988, she was elected to the 
Oklahoma State Senate where she 
served as chairperson of the judiciary 
committee. She is also the chairperson 
of the law and justice committee for 
the National Conference of State Leg
islatures. It is apparent that she will 
bring to the office of U.S. attorney her 
experience as a trial lawyer and as a 
legislator who has been very involved 
in the formulation of policies affecting 
the judicial system. 

Steve Lewis, the nominee for U.S. at
torney for the northern district, also 
has invaluable experience both as a 
trial lawyer and as a legislator in Okla
homa. He began his career in 1971 serv
ing as assistant district attorney for 
the 23d Judicial District. In 1974, he be
came the district attorney for that dis
trict, and he also served as president of 
the State association of district attor
neys. Six years later, he was elected to 
the State House of Representatives 
where he served as the speaker of the 
house, as well as Chairman of the 
House. Committee on Criminal Justice. 
His background uniquely prepares him 
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to serve effectively and successfully as 
a Federal prosecutor. 

Finally, the Senate has again con
firmed John Raley as the U.S. attorney 
for the Eastern District of Oklahoma. 
Mr .. Raley has served in the post since 
1990 and earned a reputation as one of 
the finest Federal prosecutors in the 
country. His previous legal experience 
prepared him well as a trial lawyer. Be
ginning in 1961, he had worked as an as
sistant U.S. attorney for 8 years in the 
Western District of Oklahoma. Before 
his confirmation as U.S. attorney, he 
was a partner in a Ponca City law firm 
where he specialized in litigation. He is 
an advocate member of the American 
Board of Trial Advocates, a national 
organization whose membership is lim
ited to lawyers who have been the lead 
counsel in over 100 jury trials. 

I am pleased that these outstanding 
Oklahomans can now begin to serve 
their State as U.S. attorneys. I appre
ciate the prompt consideration that 
both the administration and the Judi
ciary Committee gave to these nomina
tions. Vicki Miles-LaGrange, Steve 
Lewis, and John Raley will be out
standing U.S. attorneys, serving the 
country and Oklahoma effectively and 
proudly. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will re
turn to legislative session. 

THE CALENDAR 
Mr. FORD. Madam President, on be

half of the majority leader, I ask unan
imous consent the Senate proceed en 
bloc to the immediate consideration of 
Calendar Nos. 203, 204, 205, and 206; that 
the resolutions be agreed to en bloc; 
that the motions to reconsider the pas
sage of these i terns be laid upon the 
table en block; that the consideration 
of each resolution be included sepa
rately in the RECORD, and that state
ments with respect to the passage of 
each resolution be included in the 
RECORD where appropriate. 

Mr. COCHRAN. We have no objection, 
Madam President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

RELIEF OF HARDWICK, INC. 
The resolution (S. Res. 91) to refer S. 

745 entitled "A bill for the Relief of 
Hardwick, Inc." to the chief judge of 
the U.S. Court of Federal Claims was 
considered and agreed to as follows: 

S. RES. 91 
Resolved, That the bill S. 745 entitled "A 

Bill for the Relief of Hardwick , Inc." , now 
pending in the Senate, together with all ac
companying papers, is referred to the Chief 
Judge of the United States Court of Federal 
Claims. The Chief Judge shall proceed with 
consideration of such case in accordance 

with the provisions of sections 1492 and 2509 
of title 28, United States Code (notwith
standing any other appeal, statute, case law, 
or regulations, including section 1500 of title 
28, United States Code, that may limit in 
any way the jurisdiction or authority of the 
court), and report thereon to the Senate at 
the earliest practicable date giving findings 
of fact and conclusions thereon as shall be 
sufficient to inform the Congress of the na
ture and character of the demand as a claim, 
legal or equitable against the United States, 
and the amount, if any, legally or equitably 
due to the claimants from the United States. 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, I am 
pleased that Senate Resolution 91 and 
its accompanying bill, S. 745, passed 
the Senate. These bills ask the U.S. 
Court of Federal Claims to advise the 
Senate on the merits of legal or equi
table claims that Hardwick, Inc., may 
have against the United States. 

Mr. and Mrs. Hardwick are an elderly 
couple who, along with their children, 
own and run a construction company. 
The deserve their day in court. 

For over a decade, the Hardwicks 
have been involved in a contract dis
pute with the U.S. Government. In the 
late 1980's, the Hardwicks filed suit 
against the Army Corps of Engineers. 

In a subsequent and unrelated case, 
the Federal circuit changed its juris
dictional rules for bringing suit. As a 
result of this change, the Hardwick's 
claim was thrown out of court. 

The judge, in dismissing the Hard
wick's claim, acknowledged the injus
tice of dismissing the case after years 
of litigation based on an unforseen 
change in the law. He said: 

You may very well be able to proceed on 
the basis of my ruling in UNR to obtain a 
Congressional reference. * * * It would ap
pear to me* * *that you would have a meri
torious case in Congress. That would be a 
way to proceed to avoid an appeal and a lot 
of additional expenditure of time and re
sources and obtain rulings on errors of the 
law where I think it is pretty clear. 

In passing these bills, we have not 
made any conclusions about the merits 
of the Hardwick's claim. Under a con
gressional reference statute, the House 
or Senate can refer a case to the 
Claims Court for an advisory opinion 
on whether a party has a legal or equi
table claim against the U.S. Govern
ment. The Hardwick's case is a com
plex one. The Claims Court is the ap
propriate body to determine if legal or 
equitable remedies are warranted. 

A congressional reference resolution 
is not the same as a private relief bill. 
The resolution does not require Con
gress to allocate funds from the Treas
ury. After the Claims Court issues its 
oprn1on, Congress can then decide 
whether or not to implement the 
court's recommendations in the form 
of a private relief bill. 

I am pleased that the Hardwick Re
lief Act of 1993 has passed the Senate. 
This act will ensure that the Hard
wicks get their long-awaited day in 
court and that justice is done. 

RELIEF OF LAND GRANTORS IN 
KENTUCKY 

The resolution (S. Res. 98) to refer S. 
794 entitled " A bill for the relief of land 
grantors in Henderson, Union and Web
ster Counties, KY, and their heirs," to 
the chief judge of the U.S. Court of 
Federal Claims for a report thereon 
was considered and agreed to as fol
lows: 

S. RES. 98 
Resolved , That the bill (S. 794) entitled " A 

bill for the relief of land grantors in Hender
son, Union, and Webster Counties, Kentucky, 
and their heirs", now pending in the Senate, 
together with all accompanying papers, is re
ferred to the Chief Judge of the United 
States Court of Claims. The Chief Judge 
shall proceed with the same in accordance 
with the provisions of sections 1492 and 2509 
of title 28, United States Code, and report 
back to the Senate, at the earliest prac
ticable date , giving such findings of fact and 
conclusions that are sufficient to inform 
Congress of the amount, if any, legally or eq
uitably due from the United States to the 
claimants individually. 

RELIEF OF DR. BEATRICE BRAUDE 
The resolution (S. Res. 102) to refer 

S. 840 entitled "For the relief of the es
tate of Dr. Beatrice Braude," to the 
chief judge of the U.S. Court of Federal 
Claims for a report thereon was consid
ered and agreed to as follows: 

S. RES. 102 
Resolved, That the bill S. 840 entitled " For 

the relief of the estate of Dr. Beatrice 
Braude." now pending in the Senate, to
gether with all the accompanying papers, is 
referred to the Chief Judge of the United 
States Court of Federal Claims. The Chief 
Judge shall proceed with the same in accord
ance with the provisions of sections 1492 and 
2509 of title 28, United States Code , and re
port thereon to the Senate, at the earliest 
practicable date, giving such findings of fact 
and conclusions thereon as shall be sufficient 
to inform the Congress of the nature and 
character of the demand as a claim, legal or 
equitable, against the United States or a 
gratuity and the amount, if any, legally or 
equitably due to the claimants from the 
United States. 

RELIEF OF RICHARD KANEHL 
The resolution (S. Res. 108) to refer 

S. 974 entitled "A bill for the relief of 
Richard Kanehl of Mobile, Alabama," 
to the chief judge of the U.S. Court of 
Federal Claims for a report thereon 
was considered and agreed to as fol
lows: 

S. RES. 108 
Resolved, That the bill S. 974 entitled " A 

bill for the relief of Richard Kanehl of Mo
bile, Alabama." now pending in the Senate, 
together with all the accompanying papers, 
is referred to the chief judge of the United 
States Court of Federal Claims. The chief 
judge shall proceed with the same in accord
ance with the provisions of sections 1492 and 
2509 of title 28, United States Code, and re
port thereon to the Senate, at the earliest 
practicable date, giving such findings of fact 
and conclusions thereon as shall be sufficient 
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to inform the Congress of the nature and 
character of the demand as a claim, legal or 
equitable, against the United States or a 
gratuity and the amount, if any, legally or 
equitably due to the claimants from the 
United States. 

Mr. FORD. Madam President, I might 
make a note of a personal nature that 
the relief of land grantors in Hender
son, Union, and Webster Counties was 
Calendar No. 204 (S. Res. 98). 

CORRECTION IN ENROLLMENT OF 
SENATE RESOLUTION 98 

Mr. FORD. Madam President, on be
half of the majority leader, I ask unan
imous consent that the enrollment of 
Calendar No. 204 with references to the 
U.S. Court of Claims be changed to 
U.S. Court of Federal Claims. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, 
SEPTEMBER 22, 1993 

Mr. FORD. Madam President, on be
half of the majority leader, I ask unan
imous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it stand 
in recess until 9 a.m., Wednesday, Sep
tember 22; that following the prayer, 
the Journal of proceedings be deemed 
approved to date, the time of the two 
leaders reserved for their use later in 
the day; that there then be a period for 

morning business not to extend beyond 
9:15 a.m., with Senator LAUTENBERG 
recognized to speak for up to 15 min
utes; that at 9:15 a.m., the Senate re
sume consideration of H.R. 2491, the 
VA-HUD appropriations bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

RECESS UNTIL 9 A.M. TOMORROW 
Mr. FORD. Madam President, if there 

is no further business to come before 
the Senate today, I ask unanimous 
consent the Senate stand in recess as 
previously ordered. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 9:54 p.m., recessed until Wednesday, 
September 22, 1993, at 9 a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by 

the Senate September 21, 1993: 
CORPORATION FOR NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY 

SERVICE 

ELI J . SEGAL. OF MASSACHUSETTS, TO BE CHIEF EXEC
UTIVE OFFICER OF THE CORPORATION FOR NATIONAL 
AND COMMUNITY SERVICE. (NEW POSITION) 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate September 21, 1993: 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

ZACHARY W. CARTER, OF NEW YORK, TO BE U.S . ATTOR
NEY FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK FOR THE 
TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

PATRICK H. NEMOYER, OF NEW YORK, TO BE U.S . AT
TORNEY FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK FOR 
THE TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

MARY JO WHITE, OF NEW YORK, TO BE U.S. ATTORNEY 
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK FOR THE 
TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

JAMES PATRICK CONNELLY, OF WASHINGTON, TO BE 
U.S . ATTORNEY FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF WASH
INGTON FOR THE TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

JOHN THOMAS SCHNEIDER, OF NORTH DAKOTA, TO BE 
U.S . ATTORNEY FOR THE DISTRICT OF NORTH DAKOTA 
FOR THE TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

WILLIAM DAVID WILMOTH, OF WEST VffiGINIA, TO BE 
U.S. ATTORNEY FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF WEST 
VIRGINIA FOR THE TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

GAYNELLE GRIFFIN JONES, OF TEXAS, TO BE U.S . AT
TORNEY FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS FOR 
THE TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

KAREN ELIZABETH SCHREIER. OF SOUTH DAKOTA, TO 
BE U.S . ATTORNEY FOR THE DISTRICT OF SOUTH DA· 
KOTA FOR THE TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

WALTER MICHAEL TROOP, OF KENTUCKY, TO BE U.S . 
ATTORNEY FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF KENTUCKY 
FOR THE TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

ERIC HIMPTON HOLDER, JR., OF THE DISTRICT OF CO
LUMBIA, TO BE U.S. ATTORNEY FOR THE DISTRICT OF CO
LUMBIA FOR THE TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

STEPHEN CHARLES LEWIS, OF OKLAHOMA, TO BE U.S. 
ATTORNEY FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA 
FOR THE TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

VICKI LYNN MILES-LAGRANGE, OF OKLAHOMA, TO BE 
U.S . ATTORNEY FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF OKLA
HOMA FOR THE TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

JOHN W. RALEY, JR., OF OKLAHOMA, TO BE U.S . ATTOR
NEY FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA FOR 
THE TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

RANDALL K. RATHBUN, OF KANSAS, TO BE U.S. ATTOR
NEY FOR THE DISTRICT OF KANSAS FOR THE TERM OF 4 
YEARS. 

PAULA JEAN CASEY, OF ARKANSAS, TO BE U.S . ATTOR
NEY FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF ARKANSAS FOR 
THE TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

PAUL KINLOCH HOLMES III, OF ARKANSAS, TO BE U.S . 
ATTORNEY FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF ARKANSAS 
FOR THE TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

LYNNE ANN BATTAGLIA, OF MARYLAND, TO BE U.S . AT
TORNEY FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND FOR THE 
TERM OF 4 YEARS. 

SCOTT M. MATHESON, JR. , OF UTAH, TO BE U.S . ATTOR
NEY FOR THE DISTRICT OF UTAH FOR THE TERM OF 4 
YEARS. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
SCARS OF COMMUNISM 

HON. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 

take this opportunity to bring to the attention of 
Congress and the Nation a remarkable series 
in the Washington Post, entitled "The Scars of 
Communism." The four-part series is written 
by the Post's long-time and outstanding Mos
cow correspondent, Michael Dobbs. 

By surveying the recent situation in the 
former Yugoslavia, Poland, and the former So
viet Union, Mr. Dobbs has provided the Amer
ican public with an invaluable service. I don't 
believe that I have ever seen anything, Mr. 
Speaker, that so succinctly describes the reali
ties of Soviet communism. 

If every American could just read this piece 
. and take it to heart, we would all be better off. 

Mr. Dobbs skillfully outlines the economic, po
litical, and environmental damage caused by 
this ridiculous system. But the most enlighten
ing aspect of this report is how Mr. Dobbs 
connects the reader to the life of the average 
citizen of these countries and thereby exposes 
the most significant legacy of communism: 
The psychological and moral 1amage inflicted 
on the citizenry. 

These people were not just the victims of a 
tin pot dictatorship, Mr. Speaker. Communism 
was something unique. In addition· to being 
tyrannized and brutalized, Communist citizens 
were forced to abandon all private life. Like 
dogs to their masters, these people were 
forced to rely on the monolithic state for vir
tually everything. On top of this humiliation, 
they were subjected to relentless, ceaseless 
lies. All of this is what Vaclav Havel has called 
the web of mendacity. 

This is the essence of Communist totali
tarianism, Mr. Speaker, and I feel it has been 
lost on too many people. This is still relevant 
because the fight is not over. Over a billion 
people in China, Indochina, North Korea, and 
Cuba still live under this colossal repression. 
Many of the newly liberated countries, notably 
Russia, are still threatened by reactionaries 
who would want to take them back to the dark 
past. 

And the battle over the history of Com
munist systems has only begun in our 
schools, Mr. Speaker. The view that they just 
didn't do it right or that it wasn't all that bad 
or that it was just another run-of-the-mill tyr
anny are in vogue on the left. Not long ago I 
heard a certain Sovietologist comment on PBS 
that Yeltsin's free market reforms threaten the 
Soviet economic achievements of this century. 
Achievements. Give me a break. 

This view must be countered at every turn, 
Mr. Speaker, lest our young people learn the 
wrong lessons of history. And people can start 
learning the proper lessons by reading Mr. 
Dobbs' superb series in the Washington Post. 

For brevity's sake I would like to insert into 
the RECORD only the last article in the series, 
which appeared September 8. However, I urge 
all Members of this body and every American 
to read this series in its entirety. 

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 8, 1993) 
RUSSIAN YOUTH CONSIGN "SOVIET MAN" TO 

DUSTBIN 
(By Michael Dobbs) 

KOMSOMOLSK-ON-AMUR, RUSSIA.-The ex
ploits of Ivan Sidorenko and his bride, 
Dusha, quickly became the stuff of Soviet 
legend. After a month-long journey from Eu
ropean Russia, by the Trans-Siberian Rail
road and then by boat, the two young ideal
ists reached a desolate spot on the banks of 
the Amur River where-on May 10, 1932-
they laid the foundation stone for a new so
cialist city. 

The communist utopia that Ivan and 
Dusha hoped to carve out of the virgin taiga 
of the Soviet Far East is now a sprawling, 
smog-filled industrial wasteland. Named in 
honor of the Communist Party youth move
ment, Komsomolsk-on-Amur has one of the 
highest crime rates in the former Soviet 
Union. Its factories, which include several 
huge defense plants, are on the verge of 
bankruptcy. Its half-million inhabitants are, 
for the most part, disillusioned and bitter. 

"My grandparents thought they were 
building communism. Of course this was all 
nonsense," said Olga Sidorenko, 18, who was 
born and raised in Komsomolsk. "To live 
here is like committing slow suicide. The 
only reason we don't move away is because 
there is nowhere else to go." 

A student in computer studies at the 
Komsomolsk technical college, Olga says she 
"respects" her grandfather Ivan, who died a 
hero's death in 1942, defending the city of 
Stalingrad from Nazi invaders. But she is 
barely on speaking terms with her grand
mother, Dusha, now 82, who was showered 
with honors as one of the "first builders" of 
Komsomolsk and lives a few blocks away. 
Their points of view are just too different. 

The is the final article in a series examin
ing the legacy of communism, an ideology 
that, from the center of Europe to the Pa
cific Ocean, has left political, environmental 
and psychological scars that will almost cer
tainly haunt Russia and its neighbors well 
into the next century. Based on a week-long 
visit to Komsomolsk, one of a handful of So
viet cities that are the pure products of the 
communist era, this story looks at the re
sults of the most ambitious ideological ex
periment of all-the attempt to create a new 
type of "Soviet Man. " 

Built at the height of the Stalinist terror, 
Komsomolsk was out of bounds to foreign 
visitors until the collapse of the Soviet 
Union in December 1991. Today, the city that 
was regarded by Soviet ideologists as a lab
oratory for the construction of a communist 
society is attempting to break out of six dec
ades of enforced isolation. It has been a frus
trating, jarring experience, tinged with a 
hope-particularly among younger people
that life will eventually improve. 

"You have to remember that there were al
ways two iron curtains," said Oleg Mospak, 
38, a journalist who recently launched a 

newspaper, Komsomolsk Entrepreneur, that 
specializes in classified ads. "There was the 
Iron Curtain around the Soviet Bloc and 
then there was a second iron curtain around 
places like Komsomolsk. We lived in a closed 
city within a closed country." 

Ironically, the type of human being that 
has emerged from this sociopolitical labora
tory has turned out to be almost the precise 
opposite of the type the ideologists had in 
mind. The communists strove to create a 
country of true believers, members of a dis
ciplined collective dedicated to carry out the 
egalitarian ideas of Marx and Lenin. Instead, 
they produced a generation of cynics who re
gard the state as a hostile, utterly alien 
body and are interested only in their own 
private happiness. 

"My generation doesn't believe in any
thing-Lenin, God or anything else," said 
Olga Sidorenko. "We don't expect anything 
at all from the state. We know that if we 
want to make a success of our lives, we will 
have to rely only on ourselves. " 

"For the earlier generation, ideals were 
important, but now it's quite the opposite, " 
said Sergei Basharin, 20, a third-year student 
at the Komsomolsk technical college. "We 
are just interested in finding ways of achiev
ing a comfortable standard of living-to have 
an apartment, a car, to be able to start a 
family." 

PRISONERS AND PEASANTS 
A portrait of her dead husband stares down 

from the wall of Dusha Sidorenko's apart
ment in the center of Komsomolsk. A stern
looking figure dressed in military uniform, 
Ivan Sidorenko was held up to generations of 
local schoolchildren as a model Soviet citi
zen. Streets and schools have been named in 
honor of the fallen Bolshevik. 

According to Soviet propaganda booklets, 
Sidorenko's early exploits included the Sta
khanovite achievement of mixing 937 loads 
of cement in a single shift as commander of 
the 1st Komsomol Red Guard Crack Battal
ion in Ukraine. This was almost double the 
official target, earning Sidorenko what the 
propagandists described as "worldwide 
fame." Such was Sidorenko's devotion to 
communist ideals that-after marrying the 
bright-eyed Dusha at age 2&-he immediately 
established a commune. 

"There were five families living in the 
same house, which we built together. We 
shared everything, including clothes. If you 
needed some boots, you put on the first pair 
that fit," recalled Dusha, whose father and 
grandfather both perished in the Russian 
Civil War of 1920-22. " Okay, things didn 't 
turn out the way we expected, but I don't re
gret anything. We gave everything we had to 
the movement. We worked day and night for 
an ideal. We all believed in Lenin." 

Sidorenko and his comrades were glorified 
by the Soviet state for more than half a cen
tury as the "first builders" of Komsomolsk. 
It took the collapse of communism to reveal 
that the myth was largely a lie. The propa
ganda pictures of brigades of enthusiastic 
young communists deliberately concealed a 
much bigger army of convicts and political 
prisoner. There is some evidence that these 
slave laborers actually prepared the ground 
for the arrival of the "first builders." 

e This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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"Practically everything that was written 

in those history books was untrue," said 
Sidorenko's daughter-in-law, Tamara, whose 
own parents were among the millions de
nounced as "enemies of the state." Argu
ments over the falsification of history are 
one of the main reasons why Tamara, 48, and 
her daughter, Olga, now have little to do 
with Dusha. Vasily Sidorenko, Tamara's 
husband and Ivan and Dusha's son, died sev
eral years ago. 

According to recently published docu
ments, Komsomolsk was one of the centers 
of the vast prison camp system known as the 
gulag. In the two decades between 1933 and 
1953, when Joseph Stalin died, nearly a mil
lion people passed through the camps in the 
Komsomolsk region. Hundreds of thousands 
died as the result of disease and malnutri
tion. 

The other principal source of labor for the 
construction of the gigantic defense fac
tories, pompous public buildings and squalid 
apartment blocks of Komsomolsk was the 
peasantry. Robbed of their land during the 
collectivization drive of the early '30s, the 
former peasants streamed into the cities in 
search of work. Paid starvation wages, they 
were in effect part of the forced labor sys
tem. 

"At public rallies, the Komsomol members 
kept on boasting that they had built the 
city. There was never a word about us. We 
were nothing but slaves. Komsomolsk was 
built by prisoners and former peasants, like 
me," said Fyodor Boltov, 69, who has vivid 
memories of the terrible winter of 1931-32, 
when the Bolsheviks threw him and his fam
ily out of their house and confiscated their 
four cows and seven horses. 

The story of Boltov's family is itself a 
minor epic, one of the millions of individual 
stories that make up the tragic tapestry of 
modern Soviet history. Two of his eight 
brothers were killed during the first wave of 
violence against the peasants. Another two 
died of starvation during the famine that fol
lowed the collectivization campaign. Boltov 
himself served four years in prison for steal
ing a handful of grain. His father was ar
rested as an "enemy of the people." 

"They promised us a bright, wonderful fu
ture. We waited and waited, but it never 
came," said Boltov, who bottled up his ha
tred of the communist system, keeping his 
experiences a secret even from his son until 
just a few years ago. "Later, they wanted me 
to join the [Communist] party. But this 
would have been a betrayal of all those who 
died-and I refused. How could people like 
me believe in the ideals of this society when 
so much force was used against us?" 

THE "LOST GENERATION" 

Born in 1945, as Soviet troops were sweep
ing toward Berlin, Tamara Sidorenko be
longs to what is sometimes referred to as the 
"lost generation." These are the people who 
were too young to experience the full force of 
Stalinism-with its mixture of terror and 
idealism-but too old to shake themselves 
free of the Soviet collective mentality. They 
were brought up to believe in communism, 
only to discover that it was a false god. 

"You can put a cross on our generation," 
said Tamara, a teacher at a local high 
school. "We were completely dependent on 
our parents. They told us what we could do 
and what we couldn't do . They never told us 
what happened during the Terror. Even so, 
we grew up in an atmosphere of fear. We 
were afraid of everything. It never occurred 
to us to try to challenge the system. As far 
as we were concerned, it was unchangeable." 

Unlike Germany, where Nazism collapsed 
as a result of a military debacle, Russia had 
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to pay the price of victory in World War II. 
Undefeated on the battlefield, the com
munists remained in power for another 45 
years, using the vast natural resources of the 
world's largest country to prop up an in
creasingly bankrupt system. It was not until 
nature and people were brought to the brink 
of total exhaustion that the entire totali
tarian edifice came crashing down. 

For the "lost generation," the realization 
that the Soviet system let them down is a 
comparatively recent one. It is the result of 
the campaign of glasnost, or openness, 
launched by Soviet leader Mikhail Gorba
chev in the late 1980s in his unsuccessful at
tempt to reinvigorate the country's faltering 
economy. The scorn for the system is ex
pressed by the Russian slang expression 
Sovok, which sounds like "Soviet" but 
means "dustpan" in normal language. 

A Sovok is "Soviet Man"-not as the ide
ologist conceived him, but as he actually 
turned out. A Sovok is lazy, irresponsible 
and submissive, the passive receptacle of 
decades of Soviet propaganda. Outwardly re
spectful of authority, a Sovok will think 
nothing of stealing from the state or cheat
ing his neighbor. A Sovok is everything Rus
sians despise about themselves. The Soviet 
Union may have collapsed, but middle-aged 
Russians say it is impossible to rid them
selves completely of the Sovok mentality. 

"I still feel the Sovok psychology-the 
narrow-mindedness, the lack of freedom, the 
bitter disappointment, the feeling that life 
has passed us by, that we have been cheat
ed," said Alexander Markov, 42, the editor of 
Komsomolsk Entrepreneur. "We were con
vinced that our country was the best place 
on Earth, that the Americans wanted to 
bomb us. All this was hammered into us 
from an early age. We sincerely believed." 

In most cases, the discovery that Com
munist ideology was a fraud led to cynicism. 
Occasionally, however, it produced the oppo
site extreme-a complete rejection of social
ist ideals. Vladimir Barishev, for example, 
graduated from a police academy in 1980 as a 
fanatical believer in Marxism-Leninism. Dis
patched to Komsomolsk for practical train
ing, he seemed set for a brilliant career as a 
police investigator. The gulf between the 
theory of police school and the reality of life 
in the crime capital of the Soviet far East 
shocked him. 

"I became a victim of my own convictions. 
When I found out about crime in high places, 
they told me to mind my own business. When 
I complained that prisoners were being used 
as a source of cheap labor, they said I was 
too inquisitive," said Barishev, 33, who now 
works as a public defender at a very low sal
ary. "I believed blindly in Gorbachev, but 
eventually I understood that the system can
not be reformed." 

Barishev's idealism has cost him dearly. If 
he had stayed in the police, he would prob
ably have his own apartment by now. In
stead, he lives with his wife and two children 
in a 9-by-12-foot rented room in a communal 
apartment. 

NO POLITICS, PLEASE 

Age 10 when Gorbachev came to power in 
1985, Olga Sidorenko belongs to the first gen
eration of Russians to be raised in an atmos
phere of freedom. By the time she went to 
high school, teachers no longer felt the need 
to lie to their pupils. At home, parents no 
longer felt compelled to hide the trust about 
the Stalinist terror. Hers is the first genera
tion not to know fear. 

"Fear?" Olga asked incredulously, when a 
visitor suggested that old ways of thinking 
would take a long time to die. "What is 
there to be afraid of?" 
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If there is a cause for moderate optimism 

about the future of Russia as it emerges 
from seven decades of totalitarian rule, it is 
in the attitudes of the new generation of 
Russians. Hopes of a swift transition from 
dictatorship to democracy have been dashed 
by economic turmoil and ethnic upheavals. 
It is now clear that real change in Russia
and the rest of the former Communist world, 
for that matter-will be a generational 
change. 

Their parents and grandparents may feel 
bitter or nostalgic about the past. But what 
is most striking about the new Russians is 
precisely the absence of nostalgia, the mis
trust of great ideas and great experiments. 
Just as their shattering defeat in World War 
II inoculated a generation of Germans 
against the ideas of Hitler's National Social
ism, self-inflicted economic disaster seems 
to have persuaded a new generation of Rus
sians to turn its back on utopia. 

Both the far right and the far left have 
made great efforts to persuade young people 
that democracy is unsuited to Russia's auto
cratic traditions. So far, however, they ap
pear to have had little success. A recent 
opinion poll of the 21-29 age group showed 
that only 7.5 percent have any sympathy 
with the national-patriotic and Communist 
groups that dream of reviving a ·great em
pire. Most young Russians are completely 
apolitical. 

"As soon as someone begins a conversation 
about politics in our institute, everybody 
else turns away in disgust," said Olga 
Sidorenko, echoing a widespread opinion. 
"None of the present politicians is worth 
voting for. Yeltsin promised us a lot, but he 
too has given us very little." 

If there is a sense of yearning among 
young people, it is a yearning for a normal 
life. "My parents slaved aJ.l day for a pit
tance and ended up with nothing. I want to 
live better than they did," is a typical com
ment. 

A native of St. Petersburg, Sergei Basharin 
enrolled at the Komsomolsk technical col
lege to study aeronautics. A few years ago, 
he would have automatically found a pres
tigious job at the Komsomolsk Aviation Fac
tory, which used to churn out Su-27's, one of 
the Soviet Union's most sophisticated fight
er jets. But the factory has fallen on hard 
times and will soon be laying off workers. 

"I now realize that there is no future in 
plane building," said Basharin, who plans to 
go into "business" when he leaves college 
next year. Through a series of clever trading 
deals, the 20-year-old student already earns 
more money than both his parents. He buys 
clothing at relatively low prices in European 
Russia and sells it for a high markup in the 
Far East. 

The pragmatism and sense of initiative dis
played by budding entrepreneurs like 
Basharin are impressive. But there is a dark
er side to the youthful obsession with mak
ing money. In their hankering for a Western 
standard of living, many youngsters are will
ing to engage in semi-criminal activities. In 
the cutthroat world of Russian business, in 
which traders outnumber producers 10 to 1, 
profit is frequently little different from ex
tortion. 

"There is no set of strict moral codes any 
more," said Masha Volkenstein, 40, a Mos
cow-based sociologist, who is otherwise en
couraged by the spirit of tolerance among 
young people. "There is a criminal element 
in much of this commercial activity. To be 
successful frequently means to get involved 
with the racket, and that is worrying." 

For the new entrepreneurs spawned by 
Russia's chaotic lurch toward capitalism, 
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however, the gift of freedom is more impor
tant than the fear of anarchy. 

"Marx insisted that everybody had to be 
equal. He did not give people the right to 
fail," said Mospak, the founder of 
Komsomolsk Entrepreneur. "Now we have 
the right to fail or to succeed. It's up to us. 
This is an idea that is entirely new in our so
ciety." 

A TRIBUTE TO THE MEMORY OF 
MILTON 0. THOMPSON 

HON. JERRY LEWIS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to bring to your attention the pass
ing of Milton Thompson, a longtime engineer 
and a pioneer in the U.S. space program. Milt 
died on August 6 after a 37-year career with 
the National Aeronautics and Space Adminis
tration [NASA] and its predecessor organiza
tion, the National Advisory Committee for Aer
onautics. At the time of his death, he was 
serving as the Chief Engineer of NASA's Dry
den Flight Research Facility at Edwards Air 
Force Base in California. 

Milt Thompson was born in Crookston, MN, 
on May 4, 1926, and began flying with the 
U.S. Navy as a pilot trainee at the age of 19. 
Following 6 years of active duty flying in China 
and Japan during World War II, Thompson 
continued flying while pursuing a degree in en
gineering from the University of Washington. 
Following his graduation, he worked as a flight 
test engineer for Boeing Aircraft, and later for 
Dryden as an engineer. 

Milt Thompson joined NASA in 1956 and 
was one of the 12 pilots to fly the famous X-
15 rocket aircraft. As one of the 12 NASA, Air 
Force, and Navy pilots to fly the X-15 rocket
powered research aircraft between 1959 and 
1968, Thompson flew the aircraft 14 times, 
reaching a maximum speed of 3,723 miles per 
hour and a peak altitude of 214,000 feet. His 
participation in the X-15 program resulted in a 
wealth of data on aerodynamics, thermo
dynamics, propulsion, flight controls, and 
physiological aspects of high-speed, high-alti
tude flight. 

In 1968, Thompson concluded his active fly
ing career and became Director of Research 
Projects at Dryden. In the 1970's he served as 
a member of NASA's Space Transportation 
System Technology Steering Committee and 
was later recognized for his work by receiving 
NASA's highest award, the Distinguished 
Service Medal. 

"Milt Thompson was one of those extraor
dinary individuals that comes along once 
every 100 years,'' said Kenneth Szalai, Direc
tor of the Dryden Flight Research Facility. "He 
was one of the Right Stuff gang, but he was 
a humble man with absolute integrity. He was 
the finest person I have worked with in my 30-
year career." 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that you join me, our col
leagues, Milt Thompson's family, and friends 
in honoring this remarkable pioneer. His con
tributions have touched the lives of many peo
ple and it is indeed fitting that the House rec
ognize him for his lifetime of service and for 
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paving the road to future space discovery and 
exploration. 

MEMORIAL DAY TRIBUTE 
DELIVERED BY NANCY J. ECKERT 

HON. PAUL McHALE 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. MCHALE. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
submit this speech delivered by Nancy J. Eck
ert, RN, at the Memorial Day ceremonies of 
the Bethlehem Steel Corp., Bethlehem, PA, on 
May 31, 1993. Ms. Eckert, a former combat 
nurse in Vietnam, is currently Research Nurse 
Coordinator of the Neurosciences Center at 
Lehigh Valley Hospital. She served with the 
93d Evacuation Hospital and is now a member 
of the Vietnam Veterans of America Chapter 
415. In addition to being the primary speaker, 
she was the first woman and first Vietnam vet
eran to deliver an address at the commemora
tive ceremonies. I had the privilege of being 
present during this stirring speech, and I sub
mit it in the hopes that all of my colleagues 
can share in this inspiring Memorial Day trib
ute. 

REMARKS BY NANCY J. ECKERT, RN 

Good evening. And welcome home! 
As a woman, it is a real honor for me to be 

with you today, because the great tradition 
of Memorial Day began quietly with Amer
ican women. 

They came in the spring of the year, to the 
graves of soldiers, both north and south. The 
battlefield was silent. And upon the graves of 
the soldiers, the women scattered spring 
flowers, to offer beauty and peace to those 
who had perished in the ugly horror of com
bat. 

The great Civil War was but three years 
gone when General John A. Logan took note 
of this memorial tribute and named May 30 
as a special day to honor the graves of Union 
Soldiers. 

Neariy two centuries later, we have come 
again to scatter flowers on the graves. The 
roster of battlefields has sadly grown over 
the years. Antietam and Gettysburg, El 
Caney and San Juan Hill. Belleau Wood and 
Chateau Thierry. Anzio and Corrigedor, Bas
togne and Guadalcanal, Normandy and Ba
taan. Pearl Harbor and Midway. Pusan, 
Chosan, and Pork Chop Hill. Chu Lai, An Ke, 
Tay Ninh. Lebanon. The Persian Gulf. 

Once again the battlefield is silent. The 
musket and missile, the cannon and carbine, 
the machine gun and mortar have been put 
away, leaving us only with the caisson bear
ing the memory of the flag-draped caskets of 
our brothers and sisters in arms. These were 
ordinary men and women who answered their 
nation's call, who served with dignity and 
perished in a thousand and more battles, 
large and small, some with names that will 
forever be remembered and many with names 
long forgotten, around the globe. It is upon 
their graves that we scatter flowers today. 

The passage of time has thinned our ranks, 
but not our memory of what combat is all 
about. It may be heroic, but is hardly glam
orous. It may be noble, but it is terrifying. It 
may have a purpose, but in the end seems so 
senseless a means to settle differences. 

We stand here, on this sacred ground, to 
touch those awful memories so that we may 
express to our fallen comrades that peace-
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and freedom-was worth the price. We stand 
here, to scatter the flowers of spring, com
forted that the mournful call of "Taps" is for 
a generation past, and not our own sons and 
daughters. 

Perhaps we even feel a little anger about 
what this holiday has become. A day off from 
work, or for nurses like myself, time-and-a
half if we're on duty. The backyard barbecue. 
The big sale at the mall. An automobile race 
in Indiana. The beginning of an American 
summer. 

But these little frivolities are the symbols 
of what our days on the battlefield were all 
about. For all our loved ones: security, and 
comfort, and freedom. And peace. It is only 
right, however, that we pause, if only for a 
moment, to honor those who gave their lives 
as well as those of us who have gathered to 
scatter the flowers of spring. 

It is my honor to stand here today as a 
nurse who served in Vietnam, representing 
the many combat nurses over the years who 
struggled in sometimes terrible conditions 
to save the lives of men who fell on the field. 

But sometimes, nurses themselves became 
victims. 

Margaret Nash of Wilkes-Barre was a Navy 
nurse stationed in the Philippines during 
World War IL Taken prisoner, she spent 
forty-one months in Santa Tomas, where her 
weight fell to just seventy pounds, and she 
contracted tuberculosis. She and the other 
nurses lived on berries and the few extra ra
tions given to them by a compassionate 
guard. The conditions were deplorable. Al
though she was never beaten or tortured, 
there was little humanity in her care. 

One morning, after forty-one months of 
clinging to survival, the prisoners learned 
that the lives of all were about to end. In a 
remarkable twist of fate, General MacArthur 
dropped paratroopers and the prisoners were 
rescued. Margaret Nash, RN, was pictured 
holding a young child in her arms. She was 
returned to the United States where she 
spent many months struggling to regain her 
heal th and strength. 

Fifty quiet years later, she died, and they 
laid spring flowers on her grave. But no one 
knows the true anguish in her heart. 

Women, too, answered the bugler's call in 
Vietnam. I was among 264,000 women who 
served voluntarily during the Vietnam Con
flict. We were Red Cross volunteers, clerical 
workers, journalists, entertainers, flight at
tendants, doctors-and 10,000 of us were 
nurses who served in Vietnam. 

We came from every state in this great na
tion, but above all, we were volunteers. We 
cared for those who bore the wounds of bat
tle, and like many we come home to try des
perately to make meaning of it at all. 

I would not be a nurse unless I gave you in
structions and directions. So that I won't let 
you down, here is your prescription. At the 
conclusion of this ceremony, I'd like each of 
you to step to this magnificent memorial. 
Choose a branch of service, and tell the per
son next to you all that you can remember 
about your experience. You want to pass on 
the memory. 
. This is Memorial Day, and a time to honor 
memories. 

I'd like to share with you my own memory, 
the sort of memory I'd like you to share. 

Eight women died in Vietnam. Two of 
them were from Pennsylvania. One died 
while on duty as a result of hostile fire. 

At 5:55 AM, a rocket fell through the roof 
of the hospital and killed a nurse on duty. 
With her that morning was a young lieuten
ant, a male nurse from Webster, South Da
kota. The nurse who died was a volunteer. 
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The nurse who survived was a draftee. He has 
spent his life unable to accept this event. He 
has not been able to soften the hate and 
anger in his heart. Why would a lovely per
son , so willing to help others, lose her life to 
the ravages of war? Why was he, a draftee, 
spared? 

At the same time, a young soldier from 
Easton, who is here with us today, was on 
bunker patrol as a member of the America! 
Division. As the rockets landed he was not 
sure where they were hitting. Later he 
learned the hospital had been hit, and a 
nurse killed. He said to himself, "This can't 
be. Nurses are always safe. How can a nurse 
be killed?" 

Over the years, he has asked this question 
again and again: "I was on duty and this 
happened. Why? Why?" 

The story ends at the pen of a young show 
girl from Lincoln, Nebraska, who kept a 
diary. The very last entry reads: "June 8th, 
5:55 AM. There were explosions around us, 
and then the first American nurse on duty 
was killed. 0 God, why did you take a nurse? 
She is too worthy. Why did you not take me 
instead?" She could never make another 
entry in that diary, and the pain lives with 
her still. 

The nurse who perished that day: Lt. Shar
on Lane, Ohio. Vietnam Wall , Panel 23 West, 
Line 112. 

A memory. A memorial. A day of remem
brance. A time to remember and a time to 
let go, a time to honor all the men and 
women who died in service to their country. 
A time to express pride in our veterans and 
to again welcome them home. 

High and clear and true in the echoes of 
the guns, a bugle lifts the old, old notes of 
"Taps," the lullaby for the living soldier, 
and the requiem for those who have passed 
on. Save for the bugle, the battlefield is si
lent. 

Yet we hear the steady beat of the drum, 
again in the distant places, and we pray that 
the world will never know what we, and 
those laid to rest here, knew so well. We 
pause to listen to the faraway call to arms 
and a tear comes to our eye. Upon how many 
more graves must we scatter the flowers of 
spring? How many more battlefields must be 
added to the roster? 

We wipe the tear away, and we lift our 
chins. We have scattered the flowers of 
spring. We were, and will always be, soldiers. 
Citizens of a free land, warriors in time of 
need, guardians of a great heritage, answer
ing the roll call in the great battalions and 
regiments of history. 

But always soldiers. 
And we will answer duty's call for as long 

as it takes and for as often as it takes to pro
tect that which we hold dear: Freedom. 
America. And the memories that dwell in 
this sacred ground. 

NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE 
ARTS 

HON. DOUG BERElITER 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 
Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member 

commends to his colleagues the following edi
torial from the September 12, 1993, Omaha 
World Herald regarding recent actions by the 
National Endowment for the Arts: 
ARTS AGENCY BLEW CHANCE TO SHOW IT GOT 

THE MESSAGE 
Arrogance is almost limitless among some 

of the self-described artists who feed on fed-
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eral tax dollars. And among the liberal elites 
who defend them. 

Consider Elizabeth Sisco, one of the people 
who handed out $10 bills to illegal immi
grants in Southern California. And consider 
Hugh Davies, the San Diego museum official 
whose museum funded the giveaway. 

When the National Endowment for the 
Arts quite correctly said federal money 
shouldn' t be used for the handouts, Ms. Sisco 
and Davies defiantly rose to the defense of 
the indefensible. 

Ms. Sisco accused the arts endowment of 
suppressing her art for political reasons. She 
implied that the agency's decision was intel
lectually dishonest. Davies pledged that 
other funds would be found. He lamented 
what he called the intimidation of the arts 
and insinuated that the endowment had been 
forced to withdraw its funds because it is 
subjected to unreasonable scrutiny. 

"I know of no other agency that is under 
such scrutiny," he said. 

Nonsense. Even if the endowment were 
under more scrutiny than the Defense De
partment or the House Post Office, which it 
isn't, handing out public funds to illegal im
migrants and calling it art would be a slap in 
the face of all serious artists, to say nothing 
of a slap at taxpayers. 

The arts endowment may have done the 
right thing, but it did so grudgingly. It said 
$10 bills are not allowable expenses under the 
heading of art supplies, an explanation that 
seemed contrived to avoid criticizing the 
project itself. Indeed, NEA spokesman Josh 
Dare praised the project. 

" Those three artists are very good at, and 
I give them credit for, choosing art to create 
public dialogues," he said. "If art is supposed 
to create discussion and dialogue about the 
issues of the day, then touche." 

Dare thus blew a chance to show that the 
arts endowment is finally getting the mes
sage: More than a few Americans are sick 
and tired of having their money spent for ob
scenities and political statements by people 
who call themselves artists. 

We here at World-Herald Square appreciate 
the works of Titian, Gezanne and Monet as 
much as anyone. We resent it when Ameri
cans who call junk junk are dismissed as nit
wits. Regrettably, it seems there are always 
people who take a condescending attitude to
ward Middle American perceptions. That is 
their right, but that right doesn't extend 
into a claim on the federal treasury. 

They never back down, however. A mu
seum director defends a photo of a crucifix in 
a jar of urine. Curators praise an exhibit of 
simulated barnyard manure. Photos of sexu
ally-perverted activity draw glowing re
views. And now a cash giveaway to illegal 
aliens is defined. 

With every new instance, these people 
bring the National Endowment for the Arts a 
step closer to its doom. 

KILDEE PAYS TRIBUTE TO OUR 
LADY OF LEBANON MARONITE 
CATHOLIC CHURCH 

HON. DALE E. KIIDEE 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
urge my colleagues in the U.S. House of Rep
resentatives to join me in paying tribute to a 
house of worship in my hometown of Flint, Ml, 
Our Lady of Lebanon Maronite Catholic 
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Church, which is celebrating its 20th anniver
sary on Sunday, September 26, 1993. 

From its founding 20 years ago, Our Lady of 
Lebanon has continued to grow and is now a 
focal point in the community for religious wor
ship. The church began with the American 
Lebanese Morning Star Society meeting with 
the Maronite bishop to discuss forming the 
church in this area. The first mass was cele
brated on August 26, 1973. In 1974, 8 acres 
of land were purchased on which the church 
would be built. Finally, on June 25, 1975 
ground was broken on the site of the perma
nent church center. The dedication of this fine 
house of worship took place on November 20-
21, 1976. From this beginning the church has 
become the focal point for many activities in 
the community. An annual Mid-East Festival 
has been held on the grounds serving as a 
fundraiser and presenting an opportunity for 
fellowship. The parishioners have been active 
in developing programing for the young people 
in the church. They were challenged with the 
statement that young people are the future of 
any organization, so dedicated members 
began religious education classes. 

Now, 20 years later, new generations of pa
rishioners are attending services and perpet
uating the growth of the church. It has truly 
been blessed with committed parishioners and 
clergy to spread the word far and wide. Mr. 
Speaker, it is indeed an honor and a pleasure 
for me to rise today in the U.S. House of Rep
resentatives to pay tribute to Our Lady of Leb
anon Maronite Catholic Church. The church 
and its parishioners are a beacon of light in 
our community providing fellowship and under
standing. As it enters its third decade, I wish 
it many more years of growth and prosperity, 
bringing the word of God to our community. 

THE NATIONAL DRUG POLICY ACT 
OF 1993 

HON. DON EDWARDS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. Speaker, 
today I have introduced the National Drug Pol
icy Act of 1993 (H.R. 3100), legislation which 
asks the country to step back and evaluate 
where we stand with respect to our war on 
drugs. 

H.R. 3100 would create a bipartisan Na
tional Drug Control Commission composed of 
12 members, appointed by the President of 
the United States as well as the Senate major
ity and minority leaders and the House Speak
er and House minority leader. The Commis
sion would bring to bear on the drug problem 
the expertise of those involved at the everyday 
level-law enforcement officials, medical pro
fessionals, judges and district attorneys, drug 
rehabilitation workers, and academics-people 
who know what works and, perhaps more im
portantly, what doesn't. Members of the Com
mission could make objective recommenda-

. tions for our national drug control strategy, 
free from the political pressures faced by 
elected officials. 

It is obvious that the drug crisis continues to 
extract. an immense economic and human cost 
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from society, and that our current efforts are 
falling woefully short of what is needed. 

Federal spending on drug control initiatives 
has increased nearly tenfold in a little more 
than a decade from $1.5 billion in fiscal year 
1981 to $13 billion proposed for fiscal year 
1994. Yet, a 1992 study estimated the cost of 
drug abuse to the U.S. economy was at least 
$76 billion in 1991, nearly double the esti
mated price tag 7 years before. Projections 
show the cost could climb to as high as $230 
billion by 1997. 

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce claims the 
costs to society are even higher, saying drugs 
cost businesses $160 billion annually in lost 
productivity, higher medical bills, absenteeism, 
theft, and injury. 

The administration last week called for a 
new approach to international interdiction, cit
ing a National Security Council study which 
shows our current policy's failures despite 
$1.1 billion being spent annually by the Penta
gon. 

Mandatory minimum sentencing, part of a 
strategy of setting severe penalties for drug of
fenses, has swamped the courts and over
whelmed our Federal prisons. Since 1980, the 
Federal prison population has tripled and is 
projected to quintuple by the year 2000. More 
than half of new arrivals are drug offenders, 
many firsttime, nonviolent offenders. 

Despite the intensification of efforts in inter
national interdiction, law enforcement, and 
drug rehabilitation and education, our strategy 
has been motivated too often by politics and 
too seldom by any certainty as to what ap
proach will actually bring results. There is 
growing awareness across the country and the 
political spectrum of the need to candidly re
evaluate our drug control efforts. 

The Hoover Institution, in a February 26, 
1993, resolution, cited our failed current poli
cies in calling for a Commission to rec
ommend a new approach. Their resolution has 
been endorsed by mayors, chiefs of police, 
U.S. district judges, as well as Dr. Milton 
Friedman, a conservative Nobel Prize winning 
economist, and former Secretary of State 
George Schultz. 

Mr. Speaker, I would welcome the support 
of my colleagues for this initiative. It's time we 
stop throwing away the taxpayers' money on 
solutions that sound good but don't work, and 
start investing in methods that can produce 
real results. The Commission will help us to 
plot a course that can succeed. 

WE WILL NOT STAND FOR HUMAN 
RIGHTS ABUSES 

HON. HAMILTON ASH, JR. 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, this Thursday, the 
International Olympic Committee is expected 
to meet to decide on the site of the 2000 sum
mer Olympic games. For the benefit of my col
leagues, I recommend the following Septem
ber 18, 1993, New York Times op-ed article 
by Robert Bernstein, chairman of Human 
Rights Watch. I strongly urge the Olympic 
Committee, especially our American delegate, 
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Anita DeFrantz, to vote against holding the 
2000 summer games in China. China's human 
rights record clearly disqualifies its selection. 
America's traditions and values dictate our re
sponse. 

TORTURE Is NOT AN OLYMPIC SPORT 

(By Robert L. Bernstein) 
The Chinese are trying so hard to induce 

the International Olympic Committee to se
lect Beijing for the summer Olympics in the 
year 2000 that they have promised to inscribe 
the names of the committee members on a 
monument on the Great Wall. 

They are offering to pay transportation, 
room and board for the thousands of athletes 
and officials who will participate. 

Simultaneously- and characteristically
they have decreed that no Chinese citizen 
will be allowed to oppose Beijing's bid. 

The committee meets Thursday in Monte 
Carlo to choose the Olympiad site. Its prob
lem is whether it can ignore China's appall
ing record of human rights abuses. Since the 
games began in Greece, the Olympics have 
been synonymous with remarkable human 
achievement. They celebrate the body and 
spirit as athletes prepare for years to com
pete. 

Despite widespread public concern, despite 
opposition from human rights groups,· scores 
of members of Congress and the European 
Parliament, the committee has tried to de
flect or stonewall consideration of China's 
egregious human rights record. 

Juan Antonio Samaranch, the president, 
while occasionally mentioning the impor
tance of human rights, carefully makes no 
institutional commitments to that impor
tance. 

Committee members, including the one 
American delegate, Anita Defrantz, have ar
gued that because virtually every govern
ment is responsible for abuses, it is wrong to 
single out any one country's record. 

In addition to denying the most basic no
tion of universal human rights, this argu
ment falls to distinguish even the handful of 
regimes responsible for gross government
sponsored abuses. 

China has spared no expense or flattery to 
gain this all-important political objective. It 
has not, however, improved its human rights 
practices. It named Chen Xitong, former 
Mayor of Beijing-the man who authorized 
martial law in May 198~as the head of the 
Olympic bid committee. 

This attitude goes hand in hand with long
term sentences and physical and mental tor

·ture of dissidents. Liu Gang, a physicist who 
was No. 3 on the list of "most wanted" stu
dent leaders, was dealt a six-year sentence 
for trying to guide the students in 
Tiananmen Square. He has been burned with 
high-voltage cattle prods. He has been forced 
to sit on a bench facing a blank wall for 12 
to 14 hours a day for weeks at a time, beaten 
by guards when he moves. Such practices are 
widespread in Chinese prisons. If wall-facing 
were an Olympic event, the record would be
long to Liu Qing, a dissident now in Amer
ica, who survived four and a half years of a 
10-year sentence in this position. 

Wang Juntao, distinguished journalist and 
entrepreneur, was sentenced with his col
league Chen Ziming to 13 years in prison 
after trying to help avoid violence in June 
1989. Mr. Wang suffers from hepatitis and 
heart disease. While world pressure has led 
to his receiving some medical treatment, the 
Government said this would continue only if 
his family paid for it. The list goes on and 
on. 

The Olympic committee cannot plead igno
rance of these facts . 
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The release this week of the democracy ad

vocate Wei Jingsheng, who should never 
have been arrested, was long past due. Com
ing just six months before the completion of 
his 15-year term and nine days before the 
committee's vote, this is a token gesture of 
unbridled cynicism. While we welcome his 
release (he has still not been seen publicly) 
and the release this week of Wu Xuecan, 
former editor of People 's Daily, they change 
nothing. 

Just four years after the Tiananmen 
Square carnage, and with the continuing 
gross violations of human rights, it is as
tounding to think the committee would 
award Beijing the Olympics. If it does, it will 
send a message that China's persecution does 
not concern it; this "consent" will facilitate 
further abuses. 

Boldness is needed at Monte Carlo. Now 
and in the future, the committee must make 
human rights a public part of its selection 
standards for the games, which confer tre
mendous prestige and financial gain. Forty
five years after the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights and on the threshold of a new 
millennium, all governments should be on 
notice that how they treat their citizens is 
more important than the quality of their 
sports facilities and hotels. 

THE UNITED STATES MUST STAND 
AND BE COUNTED 

HON. JOHN J. l.aF ALCE 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, the United 
States has long been the beacon of light and 
hope to repressed peoples around the world. 
Other nations recognize this country to be the 
symbol of human rights, the protector of free
dom and democracy. The United States was 
founded on the principles of individual rights 
and liberty. Indeed, our Declaration of Inde
pendence, Constitution, and Bill of Rights 
have survived for more than 200 years as liv
ing documents and testimony to the wisdom 
and foresight of our Founding Fathers. 

Mr. Speaker, what would our Founding Fa
thers say if they knew this great country, this 
global leader, had turned its back on inter
national treaties protecting human rights? That 
is exactly what we have done. 

Three international human-rights treaties 
have been languishing in the Senate since 
1978: The Convention on the Elimination of All 
Forms of Racial Discrimination; the American 
Convention on Human Rights; and the Inter
national Covenant on Economic, Social and 
Cultural Rights. A fourth treaty, the Convention 
on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimina
tion Against Women, was transmitted to the 
Senate in 1980. Another treaty and two proto
cols-the Convention on the Rights of the 
Child, the Optional Protocol to the Inter
national Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, 
and the Additional Protocol on Economic, So
cial and Cultural Rights to the American Con
vention on Human Rights-have not been 
acted on by the executive branch for forward
ing to the Senate. 

I believe it is time to ratify-and I am 
pleased that the Clinton administration agrees. 
In June at the U.N. World Conference on 
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Human Rights, Secretary of State Warren 
Christopher pledged the administration's 
prompt action on the treaties and emphasized 
that each of these will constitute important ad
vances. He said that America's support for de
mocracy is an enduring commitment, and re
spect for human rights and fundamental free
doms is a timeless truth. The Secretary point
ed to the many men and women who act upon 
their principles at great personal risk; who 
dodge bullets and defy threats to cast their 
ballots; who work selflessly for justice, toler
ance, democracy and peace. 

I myself think of the many witnesses from 
Mexico who have come before my committee, 
and other congressional committees, who 
have risked much to come to Washington, and 
who risk much every day by speaking out in 
their own country. These are the people whom 
the treaties seek to support and protect. 
These are the people whom we must remem
ber when we ponder the implications of these 
treaties and the merits of ratifying them. 

Today, Mr. Speaker, I am introducing a res
olution expressing the sense of the House of 
Representatives on the urgency of ratification 
of these five international human-rights trea
ties and two protocols. Too much time has 
passed. The United States must now stand 
and be counted. We must show ourselves to 
be truly on the side of peoples seeking free
dom, individual liberty, civil rights, and human 
dignity. The United States must act now to rat
ify these documents. 

TRIBUTE TO LAURIE BETH 
FORCIER 

HON. JACK REED 
OF RHODE ISLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to con
gratulate Laurie Beth Forcier of West Warwick, 
RI. Laurie has been selected as a district win
ner of the Veterans of Foreign Wars' Voice of 
Democracy scriptwriting competition. 

Each year thousands of students from 
across the United States and its territories par
ticipate in the VFW's contest. Laurie's essay 
"My Voice in America's Future," reprinted 
below, is an eloquent statement about the 
freedoms and responsibilities we enjoy as 
Americans, and about the pride she has for 
her government and country. Her essay 
stands as an excellent example to her fell ow 
students, and as an important reminder to all 
Americans. 

I ask my colleagues to join me congratulat
ing Laurie Forcier on being named a district 
winner in the Voice of Democracy competition, 
and in wishing her continued success in all 
her academic pursuits. 

MY VOICE IN AMERICA'S FUTURE 

(By Laurie Forcier, Rhode Island Winner, 
1992193 VFW Voice of Democracy Scholar
ship Program) 
My voice in America's future is a young 

voice, strong and proud, ringing true for all 
nations to hear. It stands tall in the face of 
adversity, and challenges other voices to 
speak out as well. 

My voice represents the youth of our great 
nation. We are a progressive and innovative 
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young America with strong minds, great 
hearts, true faith , and ready hands. Ready to 
experience life, and ready to learn from our 
errors. But most importantly, we are ready 
to become the successful new leadership of 
America. I quote George S. Forest, " Success 
belongs to those who dare to win it." My 
voice dares America to take their chance, 
and to seize success by joining together to 
fight ignorance and by striving to become a 
more educated nation. 

The first step towards achieving this goal 
of a more educated nation is learning when 
to use your voice, and learning when to re
main silent so that other voices can be 
heard. The right for all to express them
selves freely is a privilege which all Ameri
cans are born with. Therefore we must real
ize that it is necessary to let others have 
their say as well, even when we are not in 
agreement with their ideas. As Justice Oli
ver Wendell Holmes said, "if there is any 
principle of the Constitution that more im
peratively calls for attachment than any 
other, it is the principle of free thought* * * 
not free thought for those who agree with us, 
but freedom for the thought that we hate." 

Justice Holmes was very wise in his words 
for it is indeed extremely important to in
sure all people the freedom of expression. 
For one , it is essential to promoting individ
ual growth and human dignity. Secondly, an 
individual's freedom of expression is impor
tant in their quest for knowledge, and third, 
freedom of expression is necessary in pro
tecting individual rights. Also, a society's 
freedom of expression is seen as an impera
tive part of representative government, and 
vital to the bringing about of peaceful social 
change. 

Without my First Amendment right of free 
expression, my voice would be stifled. I 
would have no say in America's future. For
tunately, with the help of the framers of the 
Constitution, milli.ons of young Americans. 
including myself, are being heard. We are 
setting high goals for ourselves and for the 
nation. 

My voice truly is the representative for the 
great future of our nation. I believe in the 
people of the United States of America, and 
I believe that my voice will succeed. The key 
to success for all the strong young voices of 
our country is that we must always look for
ward, never back, for within ourselves lies 
the future. 

"EXXON VALDEZ" CLEANUP 
SUCCESS SALUTED 

HON. DON SUNDQUIST 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday. September 21, 1993 

Mr. SUNDQUIST. Mr. Speaker, it has been 
almost 4112 years since the EXXON Valdez 
ran aground in Prince William Sound, Alaska. 
March 23, 1989, marked the first of several 
costly disappointments in the ability of the 
American scientific community to effectively 
remedy marine environmental damage. 

During the summer of 1990, two oilspills oc
curred along the Texas gulf coast which set 
the stage for the emergence into full view of 
a promising new technology-bioremediation. 
A Texas entrepreneurial company with strong 
Tennessee roots was given permission to treat 
these oilspills with its biological remediation 
process. Many of us were hopeful that bio-
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remediation offered a light at the end of a tun
nel for dealing with oilspills wherever they 
might occur. 

On December 4, 1990, the Congressional 
Office of Technology Assessment, of which I 
am a member, convened a conference of ex
perts and interested parties in the field of envi
ronmental biotechnology. The Texas delega
tion to this meeting consisted of the chairman 
of the Texas Water Commission, the assistant 
commissioner of the Texas General Land Of
fice, and the chief scientist of the Texas com
pany which had performed the work along the 
gulf coast. This Texas delegation presented its 
story to the experts assembled for this con
ference. 

Even with this briefing, whose hopeful pros
pects of new technology should have been 
good news to all, this startling verdict came 
back to me in writing from our own office of 
Technology Assessment: "Aside from the 
Texas group, participants at OTA's bioremedi
ation workshop were not optimistic about the 
present or short-term future of bioremediation 
for open water oilspills." Needless to say, I 
was greatly disappointed in this viewpoint. 

Fortunately, EPA and its related organiza
tion, NETAC-National Environmental Tech
nology Applications Center-did not give up 
on the "new technology." Instead EPA 
launched an extensive multiyear project to ex
amine and validate the technical capabilities of 
bioremediation products and processes. In
cluded in the EPA study was the same Texas 
company who had earlier done the work in the 
Texas gulf oilspills. 

Now, several years later, NETAC has re
leased the results of its investigation. I am 
pleased to note that the hybrid Texas-Ten
nessee company received high marks for effi
cacy and speed in the degradation of hydro
carbons, and for safety to marine organisms. 

Mr. Speaker, good news in environmental 
cleanup has been hard to come by since 
EXXON Valdez. I am proud to have been ac
quainted with several of the independent busi
ness entrepreneurs in Texas and Tennessee 
whose vision and technology are making this 
progress possible for us all. 

NOMINATION ·OF MORTON 
HALPERIN 

HON. GERAID B.H. SOWMON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, President 
Clinton has made a very ill-advised decision to 
nominate Morton Halperin to be Assistant Sec
retary of State for Democracy and Peacekeep
ing. A review of Mr. Halperin's record clearly 
displays that he is not one of the President's 
"New Democrats." Indeed, Mr. Halperin is a 
typical new leftist, meaning, a far-left type. 

This can be seen in a 35-page pamphlet 
prepared by the Center for Security Policy, 
which exposes the reader to Mr. Halperin's 
thinking by quoting his past works. The doz
ens of quotations contained in this pamphlet 
leave no doubt as to Mr. Halperin's ultra-left 
leanings. 

Mr. Halperin has embraced all of the stand
.ard far-left causes and has associated with all 
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of the standard far-left people and organiza
tions of the past few decades. Many of his 
statements and activities seem downright dan
gerous for national security. I have no doubt in 
my mind that if Mr. Halperin were to apply for 
a security clearance through the normal proce
dures, he would be rejected. Yet in this posi
tion he will gain automatic access to our most 
sensitive material. This is reason enough to 
oppose this nomination. 

And in addition, Mr. Speaker, Morton 
Halperin and his ilk got it wrong on the cold 
war. Plain and simple, they got it wrong. 

It is not that Mr. Halperin got it wrong on 
one issue or had his facts wrong once or 
twice, it is that he and his leftist friends fun
damentally misunderstood the forces that 
shaped our world during the cold war. He mis
understood the Soviet Union and its intentions. 
He misunderstood the Third World and the de
sires of people there. And he misunderstood 
his own country's role in that war. 

He saw our role as pernicious and immoral. 
But history has shown that our role was critical 
in containing and then rolling back the most 
destructive force in this century: international 
communism. Mr. Speaker, I believe it is more 
than proper to question the leadership ability 
of someone whose record shows such a lack 
of judgment and proportion. Today's world is 
actually more complex that the cold war era. 
If Mr. Halperin couldn't understand the world 
then, isn't it only prudent to question his ability 
to interpret the world today. 

Mr. Speaker, the President ought to with
draw his nomination, in the best interests of 
the entire country. Barring that, Mr. Halperin 
should be rejected by the Senate. 

I thank the Speaker for the time and would 
like to insert a few pages of quotes from Mr. 
Halperin for the RECORD. 

NOTABLE HALPERIN QUOTES ON SELECTED 
TOPICS 

ON THE FUNDAMENTAL NATURE OF THE COLD 
WAR 

"The Soviet Union apparently never even 
contemplated the overt use of military force 
against Western Europe * * *. The Soviet 
posture toward Western Europe has been, 
and continues to be , a defensive and deter
rent one. The positioning of Soviet ground 
forces in Eastern Europe and the limited 
logistical capability of these forces suggests 
an orientation primarily toward defense 
against a Western attack." (Defense Strate
gies for the Seventies, 1971, p. 60) 

"* * * Every action which the Soviet 
Union and Cuba have taken in Africa has 
been consistent with the principles of inter
national law. The Cubans have come in only 
when invited by a government and have re
mained only at their request * * *. The 
American public needs to understand that 
Soviet conduct in Africa violates no Soviet
American agreements nor any accepted prin
ciples of international behavior. It reflects 
simply a different Soviet estimate of what 
should happen in the African continent and a 
genuine conflict between the United States 
and the Soviet Union." ("American Military 
Intervention: Is It Ever Justified?", The Na
tion, June 9, 1979, p. 668) 

ON U.S . INTERNATIONAL COMMITMENTS 

"One of the great disappointments of the 
Carter Administration is that it has failed to 
give any systematic reconsideration to the 
security commitments of the United States. 
[For example, President Carter's] decision to 
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withdraw [U.S. ground forces from Korea] 
was accompanied by a commitment to keep 
air and naval units in and around Korea-a 
strong reaffirmation by the United States of 
its security commitment to Korea. This ac
tion prevented a careful consideration of 
whether the United States wished to remain 
committed to the security of Korea * * *. 
Even if a commitment is maintained, a re
quest for American military intervention 
should not be routinely honored." (The Na
tion, June 9, 1979, p. 670) 

ON THE USE OF U.S. MILITARY POWER ABROAD 

" All of the genuine security needs of the 
United States can be met by a simple rule 
which permits us to intervene [only] when 
invited to do so by a foreign government 
* * *. The principle of proportion would re
quire that American intervention be no 
greater than the intervention by other out
side powers in the local conflict. We should 
not assume that once we intervene we are 
free to commit whatever destruction is nec
essary in order to secure our objectives." 
(The Nation, June 9, 1979, p. 670) 

"The United States should explicitly sur
render the right to intervene unilaterally in 
the internal affairs of other countries by 
overt military means or by covert oper
ations. Such self restraint would bar inter
ventions like those in Grenada and Panama, 
unless the United States first gained the ex
plicit consent of the international commu
nity acting through the Security Council or 
a regional organization. The United States 
would, however, retain the right granted 
under Article 51 of the U .N. Charter to act 
unilaterally if necessary to meet threats to 
international peace and security involving 
aggression across borders (such as those in 
Kuwait and in Bosnia-Herzegovina.) ("Guar
anteeing Democracy, Summer 1993 Foreign 
Policy, p. 120) 

" President George Bush's act of putting 
U.S. troops in a position where conflict could 
erupt at any moment (Operation Desert 
Shield), violated an unambiguous constitu
tional principle * * *" (Co-authored with 
Jeanne wood, "Ending The Cold War At 
Home," Foreign Policy, Winter 1990-91) 

ON THE U.S . DEFENSE ESTABLISHMENT 

Referring to the Reagan defense buildup: 
"Are we now buying the forces to meet the 
real threats to our security? Unfortunately, 
there is little reason to be confident that we 
are." (New York Times, June 7, 1981, p. 1) 

"In the name of protecting liberty from 
communism, a massive undemocratic na
tional security structure was erected during 
the Cold War, which continues to exist even 
though the Cold War is over. Now, with the 
Gulf War having commenced, we are seeing 
further unjustified limitations of constitu
tional rights using the powers granted to the 
executive branch during the Cold War." 

"The military should have no role in the 
surveillance of American citizens." i ("Con
trolling the Intelligence Agencies," Center 
for National Security Studies newsletter 
First Principles, October 1975, p. 16) 

ON THE U.S. INTELLIGENCE ESTABLISHMENT 

"Using secret intelligence agencies to de
fend a constitutional republic is akin to the 
ancient medical practice of employing 
leeches to take blood from feverish patients. 
The intent is therapeutic, but in the long run 
the care is more deadly than the disease. Se
cret intelligence agencies are designed to act 

1 N.B. Halperin's prospective responsibilities would 
include oversight of drug policy in the Pentagon in
cluding the U.S. military's activities in the area of 
drug surveillance and interdiction operations. 
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routinely in ways that violate the laws or 
standards of society." (Co-authored with 
Jerry Berman, Robert Borosage and Chris
tine Marwick, The Lawless State: The 
crimes of the U.S. Intelligence Agencies, 
Center for National Security Studies, Wash
ington, D.C., 1976, p. 5) 

"The FBI should be limited to the inves
tigation of crime; it should be prohibited 
from conducting 'intelligence' investigations 
on groups or individuals not suspected of 
crimes." ("Controlling the Intelligence 
Agencies," First Principles, October 1975) 

"The National Security Agency should 
monitor international communications in a 
way that avoids recording of the communica
tions of Americans." ("Controlling the Intel
ligence Agencies," First Principles, October 
1975, p. 16) 

"It should be made a crime for any official 
of an intelligence organization to knowingly 
violate and/or to order or request an action 
which would violate the congressional limi
tations or public regulations concerning the 
activities of the agencies. Failing to report 
such violations should also have criminal 
sanctions * * *. 

"The policing of the crimes of the intel
ligence [agencies) should be in the hands of a 
single official. ... He or she should have ac
cess to all intelligence community files and 
should be empowered to release any informa
tion necessary to prosecute a criminal 
offense * * * Civil remedies patterned after 
those now available for illegal wiretaps 
should ' back up these criminal penalties by 
allowing anyone whose rights have been vio
lated by the intelligence organizations to 
sue. Such penalties should be set out in a 
statute and there should be no need to prove 
actual damage." ("Controlling the Intel
ligence Agencies," First Principles, October 
1975, p. 15) 

Halperin favorably reviewed Philip Agee 's 
book Inside the Company: CIA Diary saying 
that in it "we learn in devastating detail 
what is done in the name of the United 
States." The review made no mention of the 
fact that the book contained some thirty 
pages of names of U.S. covert operatives 
overseas or that the author acknowledges in 
his preface the help he received from the 
Cuban Communist Party. 

Halperin concluded the review by pro
nouncing: "The only way to stop all of this 
is to dissolve the CIA covert career service 
and to bar the CIA from at least developing 
any allied nations." (First Principles, Septem
ber 1975, p. 13) 

[The following excerpts are taken from a 
pamphlet published by the Center for Na
tional Security Studies in 1976 and entitled 
"CIA Covert Action: Threat to the Constitu
tion." Morton Halperin is listed as a "partic
ipant" in the Center's activities; at the time 
he was also the Chief Editorial Writer for the 
CNSS' publication, First Principles. Subse
quently, Halperin became the organization's 
deputy director and then served from 1984 to 
1992 as its director.] 

"In the wake of Vietnam and Watergate, 
the question must be faced: Should the U.S. 
government continue to engage in clandes
tine operations? We at the Center for Na
tional Security Studies believe that the an
swer is 'No'; that the CIA's covert action 
programs should be ended immediately. The 
risks and costs of maintaining a clandestine 
underworld are too great, and covert action 
cannot be justified on either praginatic or 
moral grounds." 

Halperin: "Well, I think that's the issue. I 
think we certainly need to know about the 
Soviet Union." 
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Wattenberg: " What about other nations?" 
Halperin: " Other nations-I think it's 

much more questionable as to whether we 
need that information and whether the price 
for it is worth paying." ("Two Cheers for the 
CIA," broadcast 15 June 1978) 

ON BEHALF OF EXTREME INTERPRETATIONS OF 
THE FIRST AMENDMENT 

" Under the First Amendment, Americans 
have every right to seek to 'impede or im
pair' the functions of any federal agency, 
whether it is the FTC or the CIA, by publish
ing information acquired from unclassified 
sources." ("The CIA's Distemper: How Can 
We Unleash the Agency When It Hasn't Yet 
Been Leashed?", The New Republic, February 
9, 1980, p. 23) 

" Lawful dissent and opposition to a gov
ernment should not call down upon an indi
vidual any surveillance at all and certainly 
not surveillance as intrusive as a wiretap." 
(" National Security and Civil Liberties," 
Foreign Policy, Winter 1975-76, p. 151) 

In opposition to draft legislation setting 
heavy criminal penalties for Americans who 
deliberately identify undercover U.S. intel
ligence agents: " [Such legislation] will chill 
public debate on important intelligence is
sues and is unconstitutional. * * * What we 
have is a bill which is merely symbolic in its 
protection of agents but which does violence 
to the principles of the First Amendment. " 
(UPI, April 8, 1981) 

In criticizing scientists who "refused to 
help the lawyers representing The Progressive 
and its editors" in fighting government ef
forts to halt the magazine's publicaticn of 
detailed information about the design and 
manufacLuring of nuclear weapons: "They 
failed to understand that the question of 
whether publishing the 'secret of the H
bomb' would help or hinder non-proliferation 
efforts was beside the point. The real ques
tion was whether the government had the 
right to decide what information should be 
published. If the government could stop pub
lication of [this] article, it could, in theory, 
prevent publication of any other material 
that it thought would stimulate prolifera
tion." ("Secrecy and National Security," 
The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, August 
1985, p. 116) 

In response to government attempts to 
close down the Washington offices of the 
PLO: " It is clearly a violation of the rights 
of free speech and association to bar Amer
ican citizens from acting as agents seeking 
to advance the political ideology of any or
ganization, even if that organization is based 
abroad. Notwithstanding criminal acts in which 
the PLO may have been involved, a ban on ad
vocacy of all components of the PLO's ef
forts will not withstand constitutional scru
tiny. " (The Nation, October 10, 1987) 

A TRIBUTE TO FA YE PAINTER 

HON. JERRY LEWIS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 
Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speaker, I 

would like to bring to your attention the fine 
work and outstanding public service of Faye 
Painter of San Bernardino, CA. In October, the 
San Andreas Council of Camp Fire Boys and 
Girls will present Faye with its annual "Friends 
of Children" award to her in recognition of her 
furtherance of children's issues. 

Faye Pointer is a very special retired social 
worker who has assumed the leadership of 
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coordinating the Emmerton project, a model in 
San Bernardino County school-based serv
ices. The Emmerton project provides innova
tive and feasible alternatives to the socially 
and economically impoverished environment 
of children and their families living in the 
Emmerton area. The Emmerton project is a 
model of multiagency collaboration bringing 
health and social services to people in need. 

To say the least, Faye Pointer is indispen
sable to the success of this unique endeavor. 
Her commitment to improving the lives of chil
dren and their families, and her personal in
tegrity, have won the praise of parents and 
residents who have in the past been apathetic 
or suspicious about service workers offering 
personal assistance. Her work involves meet
ing with residents, listening to them, and as
sisting them in cutting redtape. As a result of 
establishing solid relationships with local busi
nesses, she has received donations from mer
chants who recognize the value of her work. 

And how effective is Faye Pointer in her 
work? During the 1992 Los Angeles riots, 
Faye spent nights walking around the 
Emmerton neighborhood going door-to-door to 
help assure that the community remain calm. 
As a result of her efforts, parents and children 
are now joining together to seek solutions for 
themselves and others. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that you join me, our col
leagues, Faye's three daughters, and her 
many friends in honoring this special lady for 
her dedicated service. Her contributions have 
touched the lives of many people and it is in
deed fitting that the House recognize her 
today as she receives the Patrick J. Morris 
"Friends of Children" award. 

TRIBUTE TO NORMAN E. BARTH, 
RETIRING DIRECTOR OF LU
THERAN WORLD RELIEF 

HON. DOUG BEREUTER 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to pay tribute today to Dr. Norman Barth, a 
champion of the world's hungry and someone 
who for the past decade has been one of the 
most insistent voices in the United States on 
behalf of African drought victims. Dr. Barth 
has served for the past 12 years as the exec
utive director of Lutheran World Relief [LWR]. 
the development and relief organization 
through which Lutherans in the United States 
reach out to the poor around the world. His re
tirement on September 30 caps off 42 years of 
public and humanitarian service, including 24 
years as a U.S. Foreign Service Officer. 

Under Norman Barth's leadership, Lutheran 
World Relief has gained national recognition 
both for its effectiveness and for its efficiency 
in providing relief assistance and supporting 
long-term efforts of the poor in some 40 coun
tries to gain self-sufficiency. In 1988 LWR re
ceived the Presidential Hunger Award for 
"continued demonstrated vision, initiative, and 
leadership in the effort to achieve a world 
without hunger." For 4 consecutive years, 
MONEY magazine has ranked LWR as one of 
the top relief and development agencies that 
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spend the highest percentage of income on 
programs. 

Beyond the leadership that Dr. Barth has 
provided within the worldwide Lutheran 
Church has been his leadership within the 
community of U.S. private and voluntary orga
nizations. He has served as president of the 
ecumenical Coordination in Development 
[GODEL] organization, president of the Inter
faith Hunger Appeal, as board member of 
such organizations as the Overseas Develop
ment Council, of the International Develop
ment Council, and of the Center for PVC/Uni
versity Collaboration in Development. He also 
has served on the executive committee of the 
American Council of Voluntary International 
Action. 

As Dr. Barth departs Lutheran World Relief, 
he leaves behind an exemplary organization 
that combines deep compassion with concern 
for conscientious stewardship of humanitarian 
resources. Combining these two dimensions is 
one of the most urgent relief and development 
challenges of our day and Americans and 
people throughout the world are fortunate to 
benefit from the important contribution made 
by Dr. Norman Barth. It is this Member's hope 
that my colleagues will join with me in extend
ing our thanks and sincere best wishes to Dr. 
Barth on his retirement. 

BETH HENDERSON WINS SPEAK 
FOR YOURSELF CONTEST 

HON. PAUL McHALE 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. MCHALE. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
submit this letter written by Beth Henderson, a 
15th Congressional District winner in the 
Speak for Yourself letter-writing contest. Over 
12,000 seventh and eighth grade students 
wrote to their Congresspersons on issues 
ranging from the environment to homeless
ness. Miss Henderson was chosen as a dis
trict winner and received a U.S. savings bond 
in recognition. 

I submit Beth Henderson's heartfelt letter on 
racism as a symbol of our youth's concern for 
equality in this great country. Awareness of 
our young people to issues such as discrimi
nation is the first step toward social equality. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE MCHALE, I am writ
ing to share a concern I have in regards to 
racism. Racial differences is an ongoing ar
gument where no one wins. Wars, riots, and 
innocent people dying are the results of ra
cial arguments. This battle is commonly be
tween adults. Little children don't care who 
they play with, until an adult influences 
their decision. Teens also tend to take sides 
because of the adults in their lives. 

If we would break down the barriers be
tween us, crime and murder would decrease 
tremendously. The fighting seems pointless 
in our society. It doesn' t make the economy 
better or make us better individuals. Hate is 
the only result in our fighting. No race is 
better than the other because nobody is per
fect. 

The United States is made up of many cul
tures and we should be proud of that. Edu
cation is the answer to this problem. Teach
ing children the different cultures and what 
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the results of racism are , is necessary at this 
point and time. We must lead our children in 
the right direction, for they are our future . 

I am one of the children of the future. I am 
asking you to promote programs in edu
cation that will help make this world a bet
ter place for all to live . 

Sincerely, 
B ETH H ENDERSON. 

CONGRESSMAN KILDEE HONORS 
HISPANIC AW ARD RECIPIENTS 

HON. DALE E. Kil.DEE 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday , September 21 , 1993 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to the recipients of the Fifth Annual 
Hispanic Independence Awards presented in 
my hometown of Flint, Ml. 

In 1989 the Hispanic Independence Awards 
Committee was founded by Estela Mata, Bev
erly Needham, Ben Mata, and Pete Mata to 
recognize persons who have dedicated their 
lives to enhancing the quality of life for His
panics in Flint and Genesee County. Annually, 
in conjunction with Hispanic Heritage Month, 
the committee holds a public ceremony to ex
press the appreciation of the community to 
those individuals honored. The ceremony will 
be held this year on Saturday, September 18, 
at the University of Michigan-Flint. 

Each award is named for a prominent de
ceased member of the Hispanic community 
who exemplified the ideals espoused by the 
award. The Pedro Mata Leadership Award is 
given to a person who has provided leader
ship, encouragement, and influence in the His
panic community. This year's recipient is Sixto 
Olivo. The Tano Resendez Award for Service 
is given to a person who has dedicated per
sonal efforts to promoting civic and cultural ac
tivities. The award this year is being given to 
Jesse Ascencio. The Joe Benavidez Award for 
Education is presented to a person who has 
supported educational issues relating to His
panics of all ages. Dr. Emilio Arribas is this 
year's recipient. The Labor Involvement Award 
is being given to Frank Molina for his efforts 
to increase community awareness, improve 
the quality of life and open doors for His
panics. The Bruno Valdez Arts and Entertain
ment Award is presented to a Hispanic artist 
who has promoted Hispanic culture through 
professional and personal activity. The award 
this year is given to Miguel Perez. The Veter
an's Award is given to a member of the His
panic community that has served in the U.S. 
Armed Forces. Epifania V. Barajas is being 
honored with the award this year. 

To honor those of the Hispanic community 
just starting to pursue their life goals, the 
Pedro Mata, Jr., Scholarship Award, the Joe 
Benavidez Scholarship Award, and the Maria 
DeLeary Student Involvement Award will be 
presented to area students of Hispanic de
scent. The purpose of these three awards is to 
foster a commitment to community service and 
encourage continued education. 

I ask the Congress to join me in congratulat
ing the winners of these awards. The recipi
ents are to be commended for their dedica
tion, commitment, and leadership to the His-
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panic community of Flint and Genesee 
County. 

THE CAPITOL'S KARA ROSES 

HON. DON SUNDQUIST 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. SUNDQUIST. Mr. Speaker, I am sure 
many of our colleagues have noticed the love
ly miniature roses which adorn the Capitol 
grounds, as well as those of our office build
ings. They are called Kara roses, and were 
named by a gentleman who makes his home 
in my district in Tennessee, Louis Powell. I 
thought it was a nice story when his grand
daughter shared it with me, and wanted to 
share it with my colleagues. 

Mr. Powell is a prominent rosarian in Mem
phis. Some years ago, he was contacted by a 
rose breeder in California who had developed 
a miniature rose for which he needed a name. 
Louis Powell suggested the name of his 
granddaughter Kara-meaning dear little one. 

Kara's sister, Elise, noticed that these dis
tinctive roses are planted here on Capitol Hill 
and couldn't help but think of them as a tribute 
to her grandfather and sister, both of whom 
make their home in Shelby County. 

We too seldom pause to take note of the 
beauty around us and to thank those who 
make it possible. Let this be a small token of 
thanks to the man who named the Kara rose, 
the young woman who inspired it, and the sis
ter who brought their story to our attention and 
focused our glance for a moment on the natu
ral beauty around us. 

TRIBUTE TO JUDGE JAMES E. 
ROGAN 

HON.CARLOSJ.MOORHEAD 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21 , 1993 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to pay tribute to Glendale Municipal Court Pre
siding Judge James E. Rogan for returning 
$682,000 to Los Angeles County from the 
court's $4.78 million budget. 

This enterprising venture is due to Jim's 
cost cutting and fiscally responsible leader
ship. Looking for ways to cut spending, Jim 
first reviewed the unofficial process of "spend
ing all you got" in order to receive the same 
amount of money in next year's budget. Sav
ings were found by not filling unnecessary 
staff positions to streamlining operations and 
purchasing measures used by the court. All 
too often, unnecessary amounts of money are 
spent due to pressures and expectations. 
There is not one of us here today that cannot 
point out wasted dollars at the local, State, 
and Federal level. Jim did not just talk about 
savings, he proved to all of us that if one 
takes the time to look at how monies are 
spent, savings are possible. 

All government officials must be willing to 
risk change. In an age of bloated budgets and 
high spending-in an economy which cannot 
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support such spending-Jim's achievement 
should be held as a model. Efforts equal re
sults. In Jim's case, his efforts equaled nearly 
$700,000 in results. 

This remarkable feat has won Jim and the 
Glendale Municipal Court many accolades, 
press exposure, and an award by the Los An
geles County Board of Supervisors. I am hon
ored, today, to add my name to this growing 
list. 

RECOGNIZING DUANE LANTZ 

HON. TIM ROEMER 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pleasure that I rise today in recognition of a 
distinguished servant to the State of Indiana, 
Mr. Duane Lantz, who-after nearly 40 years 
of tireless service-has retired as the State 
chaplain of the Indiana Volunteer Firemen's 
Association [IVFA]. He truly exemplifies the 
unique spirit of Hoosier dedication and com
munity service. 

Born on April 2, 1916, Mr. Lantz began his 
path toward the pinnacle of the State firefight
ing community in 1955. Always interested in 
helping his community, he began his firefight
ing career when he volunteered for the Scipio 
Township Fire Department in LaPorte County, 
IN. While other firemen may have been 
younger in age, Mr. Lantz demonstrated a 
competence and vigor that clearly set the 
standard for area firefighters. His fine work 
and potential for leadership could not go unno
ticed for long, and by 1956 he was already 
elected by his peers to be chairman of the In
diana Volunteer Firemen's Association Dis
trict 3. 

While the honor of being district chairman 
was a fine testament to his abilities, Duane 
Lantz' star of community service was still to 
rise. In 1963, he was chosen to be the IVFA 
State chaplain-a post in which he would 
serve with distinction for another 30 years. It 
was in this position that Mr. Lantz made his 
greatest contributions to the Hoosier State. Al
ways a strong advocate of volunteer fire serv
ices, he used the chaplaincy to advance the 
cause of firefighting on behalf of those who 
make a personal commitment to maintaining 
public safety. Throughout his tenure as chap
lain, Mr. Lantz left his mark on almost every 
corner and small town in Indiana-everywhere 
lending credit to firefighters and their lifesaving 
work. 

Mr. Lantz also used his post as a way of 
honoring those firefighters who gave their lives 
in the line of duty. In addition to holding serv
ices and tributes for any departed fireman, he 
also played an instrumental role in obtaining 
death benefits for the families of fallen fire
fighters. By carrying out his solemn duties, Mr. 
Lantz instilled a seriousness of purpose and 
sense of common cause within firefighters all 
across Indiana. 

While serving as IVFA State chaplain, Mr. 
Lantz received awards from the highest levels 
for his selfless service to the State of Indiana. 
In 1967, he was chosen "Mr. IVFA" and was 
presented with the President's award for his 
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first 4 years as chaplain. In 1980, Gov. Otis 
Brown gave further credence to his accom
plishments by granting him the "Meritorious 
Service Award." But even this award did not 
completely match his achievements, and in 
1993 he was bestowed the "Sagamore of the 
Wabash Award" by Gov. Evan Bayh-the 
State of Indiana's highest and most distin
guished honor. 

Even in light of Mr. Lantz' noteworthy 
achievements, he must be genuinely re
spected for his quiet and competent service as 
a firefighter back in Scipio Township. Through
out his great work across the State, he always 
remained an active firefighter within the de
partment he first joined in 1955. A rare com
bination of statewide inspiration and home
town dedication truly make Duane Lantz an in
spiration to all Hoosiers. 

After 30 years, Mr. Lantz has stepped down 
from his post as State chaplain and will devote 
his time to the origins of his public service-
being a volunteer fireman in Scipio Township, 
IN. I believe it is important that we take time 
to recognize those who truly make our Nation 
great, and Duane Lantz is a glowing example 
of how an individual can do much to keep 
alive the great American ideal of volunteerism. 
His service to his community, the State of Indi
ana, and our Nation demands our utmost re
spect and appreciation. His works will not 
soon be forgotten. 

ADDITION TO MARYLAND REHA-
BILITATION CENTER-GROUND-
BREAKING SCHEDULED FOR 
THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 23, 1993 

HON. HELEN DEUCH BENTLEY 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, my fellow col
leagues, I rise today to recognize the 
groundbreaking of the addition to the Maryland 
Rehabilitation Center on Thursday, September 
23, 1993. 

That day, I will have the honor of attending 
the Maryland Rehabilitation Center's ceremo
nial groundbreaking. Located in Baltimore, the 
MAC permits the Maryland Division of Reha
bilitation Services to develop new programs 
and services to address the needs not met for 
persons with severe disabilities. The construc
tion period will be October 1993 to November 
1994 and the new programs will be underway 
by January, 1995. 

With the able leadership of Dr. Nancy 
Grasmick, Maryland State superintendent of 
schools and James Jeffers, assistant State su
perintendent of schools, the Maryland Division 
of Rehabilitation Services has been fundamen
tal in applying adaptive and assistive tech
nologies to the needs of persons served by 
the agency. The division's technology re
source office is among the best in the world, 
and is considered an international model in 
the provision of computer-based technologies 
to the needs of individuals with diverse disabil
ities. 

One of many shining examples of the Mary
land Rehabilitation Center's work include a 34-
year-old man who benefited from services pro-
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vided by the division of rehabilitation services' 
technology resource office. Having been em
ployed as an overhead power line mechanic, 
he sustained severe burns to both upper ex
tremities which led to bilateral shoulder 
disarticulation. He wished to return to his 
former employer, and vocational rehabilitation 
plans were directed toward jobs that did not 
require use of the upper extremities. Capitaliz
ing on his knowledge of the power company 
and in an effort to provide him with a means 
to communicate, he utilized a system that per
mits full control of a computer by one's chin. 
He was trained on this system and is now em
ployed full time as a CAD operator, continuing 
to use the adaptive chin-based control system. 

Through this expansion project, the center 
will become capable of providing rehabilitation 
services over a much broader scope to an in
creased number of individuals with severe dis
abilities. The agency will be able to fill gaps in 
the services to patients and the ability to pro
vide the necessary technology assistance. 

The Rehabilitation Technology Services will 
have four centers, including: adaptive micro
computer services, rehabilitation technology 
information, design and fabrication, and re
search and demonstration. These four centers 
will work in unison to expand the nature and 
scope of rehabilitation technology services, 
enabling the division to extend services to 
populations of individuals who are presently 
underserved due to the severity of the disabil
ities and the lack of sufficient resources. 

The addition to the Maryland Rehabilitation 
Center holds the promise of increasing the 
number of individuals who eventually will ben
efit from this technology. Individuals serviced 
by this program are given the opportunity to 
live a better life and interact in a normal envi
ronment. The rehabilitation services will in
clude programs that include the ability to mod
ify and change environmental circumstances 
that create barriers to employment; customize 
devices to fit the capabilities of the individuals; 
and enable each person with a disability to ex
plore alternative methods for interacting with 
their environment. 

Mr. Speaker, my fellow colleagues, with its 
distinguished history of service to the Greater 
Baltimore community, I expect more great 
things from the Maryland Rehabilitation Center 
upon completion of this new addition. 

THE GLOBAL STAKES OF FREE 
TRADE 

HON. MICHAEL G. OXLEY 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, in view of the 
ever-increasing rhetoric from several anti
NAFTA sources, I submit for the RECORD a 
well-written and incisive column by Karen El
liott House which debunks the protectionists 
and doomsayers who have been consistently 
wrong in the past. 

[From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 14, 
1993) 

THE GLOBAL STAKES OF FREE TRADE 

(By Karen Elliott House) 
HONG KONG.-No island is an island. 
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This island trading center, like the rest of 

the booming Asian region, is a long way 
from the Rio Grande. But shock waves from 
the all-too-likely implosion of the North 
American Free Trade Agreement will be 
quickly felt all across the Pacific , with dam
aging economic consequences not only for 
Asia but for its largest trading partner, the 
U.S. 

As Washington debates the importance of 
NAFTA in terms of its impact on blue-collar 
jobs, environmental regulation and domestic 
politics, the far larger ramifications of the 
treaty's impending demise to the entire 
global trading system are being overlooked 
both in the U.S. and among its Asian trading 
partners. 

The danger: If an alliance of American pro
tectionists can defeat a free-trade treaty 
with a next-door neighbor with whom Amer
ica enjoys a healthy trade surplus, the logic 
is almost inexorable that the next targets of 
emboldened protectionists will be the dis
tant Asian nations with whom America has 
the largest trade deficit&--Japan. and China. 
Japan's recession and China's recent decision 
to slow economic growth to damp inflation 
mean neither country is likely to import 
more from America soon. And if trade wars 
ensue among the globe 's three largest econo
mie&--the U.S., Japan and China- fallout 
will poison economies on every continent. 

OBLIVIOUS VICTIMS 

In short, if an American homeowner is 
willing to casually bludgeon the next-door 
neighbor, with whom he shares a common 
front yard, what self-restraint will prevent 
his mugging less familiar residents down the 
road? 

Ironically, these potential Asian victims, 
caught up in the hubris of their own eco
nomic miracles, seem remarkably oblivious 
to the mugging that may lie ahead. In their 
myopic view, NAFTA has long been seen as 
giving an advantage to Mexico at their ex
pense in the critically important U.S. mar
ket. So the initial Asian reaction to 
NAFTA's troubles is relief. But this jealousy 
of Mexico has merely served to blind them to 
largest dangers. If Mexico is jilted, Asia is 
much more likely to be abused than em
braced by Potomac protectionists. 

For all of the growth in intra-Asian trade 
in recent years, the U.S. remains Asia's sin
gle largest market, accounting on average 
for 30% of the exports of Asian countries. By 
the same token, Asia as a region far sur
passes both Europe and Latin America as a 
destination for American exports. Without 
relative openness in this two-way trade there 
is no global trading system. 

Moreover, if the collapse of NAFTA will 
have damaging political ramifications in 
Mexico, these are small dangers compared 
with the political tensions that could well 
ensue from Japan to China to Southeast Asia 
from a contraction in world trade and thus 
economic growth. What goes under the guise 
of domestic protectionism in Washington 
would be seen across Asia as American eco
nomic imperialism. Resentment of the U.S. 
already is growing from China to Malaysia 
over American moralizing on such issues as 
clean air and human rights. To the extent 
these tensions already exist in what remains 
an expanding world trading system, how 
much more divisive will they become in a 
context of trade contraction? 

All this will play out in Congress over the 
next few months, where NAFTA must com
pete for attention with the president's 
health care plan and the vice president's pro
posals to streamline government. While Mr. 
Clinton says he supports NAFTA, he contin
ues to postpone a major speech on its behalf 
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or demonstrate his determination to fight 
and win. Indeed, some of his advisers urge 
him to husband scarce political capital for 
health care, not NAFTA. 

Mexico and Asia, of course, wouldn' t be the 
only losers if NAFT A does fail. Mr. Clinton, 
American business and, of course, American 
consume::-s all would lose too. Mr. Clinton's 
already limited international credibility and 
influence would be further eroded at the very 
moment they are needed to force a finish to 
long-deadlocked talks on a new global trad
ing agreement by December, the congres
sional deadline for submission of a treaty. 
Without NAFTA or a new General Agree
ment on Tariffs and Trade, prospects of a 
global trade war are truly menacing. 

If most Asians don' t yet see this larger 
threat, it's even more ironic that Mr. Clin
ton and his economic policy makers seem ob
livious too. The additional irony here is that 
an administration that is overly eager to 
embrace interdependence and multi
lateralism for political and military pur
poses seems unable to grasp the far greater 
degree of genuine interdependence in the 
global economy. It's truly bizarre that tbe 
U.S. is willing to send troops to Somalia and 
to threaten to send them to Bosnia in the 
name of international cooperation while 
seeming to believe that a free-trade failure 
can be confined to one corner of the world. 

Even the simplest calculations of self-in
terest ought to make Congress and the White 
House see the global stakes. In recent years, 
nearly 50% of U.S. economic growth has re
sulted from increases in America's exports. 
So, if other economies don ' t grow and absorb 
U.S. exports, America grows more slowly. 
Yet all too many Americans have bought the 
protectionist rhetoric of Ross Perot that free 
trade means forfeiting American jobs and 
the larger, underlying fallacy that the global 
economy is a finite pie where growth in one 
country must come at the expense of an
other. 

How deeply this fallacy has taken root not 
just in Washington but across America is in
dicated by an anecdotal survey cited by Rob
ert Hormats, vice chairman of Goldman 
Sachs International, who speaks often to 
American audiences. These Americans, 
asked whether they would prefer to see a) 
the U.S. economy grow at 5% a year and 
Japan at 10% orb) each nation grow at 2%, 
repeatedly opted to see the U.S. paired with 
Japan at low growth rather than to enjoy 
stronger economic growth in the U.S. even if 
Japan grew faster. What this adds up to is 
national competitiveness being subverted 
and perverted by mercantilist myopia. 

This beggar-thy-neighbor attitude springs 
from a larger pool of pessimism-a downbeat 
dogma that, over the past decade, has been 
sold to Americans like snake oil by politi
cians, economists and sundry academic evan
gelists. From oil crisis to debt crisis, from 
budget gaps to trade gaps, from "America is 
overextended" to "America can' t compete," 
it's been a ceaseless sermon of gloom-and
doom, decline-and-fall. Meantime, during the 
1980s America grew nearly 20 million new 
jobs, American productivity gains outpaced 
those of all major competitors, U.S. industry 
reasserted its global competitiveness, such 
economic rivals as Japan and Germany fal
tered, and political enemies disappeared in 
the debris of the Cold War. The potion of pes
simism truly was snake oil. 

SELF-FULFILLING PROPHECY 

The paradox is that this dogma of pes
simism the intellectual elite has peddled for 
so long may turn out to be a self-fulfilling 
prophecy. The fact that all these other so-
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called crises didn ' t damage America's com
petitiveness or damp world growth doesn ' t 
mean that protectionism can' t or won't . 

America, a nation that demonstrably 
thrives on rapid change, has been led to fear 
precisely those circumstances of change , in
cluding free trade, that play to its advan
tage. Similarly, a new Clinton administra
tion that campaigned on the theme of 
change is feeding national economic insecu
rities. In the words of Labor Secretary Rob
ert Reich, NAFTA has become a " symbol of 
change" and this is exactly what so jeopard
izes its ratification. It will be the final irony 
if a painfully restructured American econ
omy and newly resurgent American industry 
now lose the opportunity to compete in open 
global markets due to a rising tide of protec
tionism born of exaggerated and unwar
ranted pessimism. 

A TRIBUTE TO THE KAISER 
PERMANENTE MEDICAL CENTER 

HON. JERRY LEWIS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speaker, 
would like to bring to your attention the fine 
work and outstanding public service of the 
Kaiser Permanente Medical Care Center in 
Fontana, CA. This year marks the 50th anni
versary of the center and serves as a precur
sor to the 50th anniversary celebration of the 
nationally known Kaiser Permanente Medical 
Care Program to be recognized in 1995. 

In the 1940's, southern California, like the 
rest of America, was mobilized for war. Indus
trialist Henry J. Kaiser opened a steel mill in 
the farm country of San Bernardino County, 
40 miles away from the coast and the poten
tial for bombing. Among his most pressing 
needs was to provide health care for the 3,000 
workers at his steel mill in Fontana. 

Kaiser contracted with Dr. Sidney Garfield to 
provide health care on a prepaid basis to the 
steel workers and their families. In the 1930's, 
Dr. Garfield had created similar successful 
programs for the workers of the Colorado 
River aqueduct in the desert east of Los An
geles and at the construction site of the Grand 
Coulee Dam in Washington State. Dr. Gar
field's program, based on prepayment and 
group practice, was a tremendous success. 

In 1945, Dr. Garfield and his physician as
sociates opened their health plan to the non
union residents of Fontana and the surround
ing area. The health plans begun in northern 
California and in Washington also began en
rolling members of the general public. 

What began as a small hospital in the 
desert has grown into our country's largest 
health maintenance organization providing 
comprehensive medical and hospital services 
to 2.3 million people in southern California 
through the work of some 37,000 employees 
and physicians. The Fontana site began as a 
small 85-bed hospital and has grown into one 
that houses 459 beds and serves more than 
300,000 people in San Bernardino County and 
eastern Los Angeles County. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that you join me and our 
colleagues in paying tribute to 50 year's of 
health care excellence provided by Kaiser 
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Permanente. Henry Kaiser's bold experiment 
50 years ago has evolved into one of the fin
est examples of health maintenance in the 
United States. It is indeed fitting that the 
House recognize Fontana's own Kaiser 
Permanente today. 

MEMPHIS UNIVERSITY SCHOOL 
SALUTED 

HON. DON SUNDQUIST 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 
Mr. SUNDQUIST. Mr. Speaker, it is with 

pride and pleasure that I share with my col
leagues the success story that is Memphis 
University School. For 100 years, MUS has 
helped train young men who became leaders 
in business, politics and the civic life of Mem
phis and the mid-South. As the school pre
pares to celebrate its centennial, I wanted to 
share the story of this school with my col
leagues. 

Memphis University School was founded in 
the fall of 1893 by two young, Virginia edu
cated t eachers, E .S. Werts and J.W.S. Rhea. 

These two teachers began with seven stu
dents, and by 1899 they had built their own 
building on Manassas just south of Madison 
and soon had an eighth grade school of about 
150 students. 

Rhea and Werts died in 1917 and 1923, re
spectively, but their school continued under 
the leadership of Howard G. Ford and 
Charles C. Wr ight for more than a decade. 

During America's Great Depression, MUS 
was compelled to cease operations. 

On February 16, 1953 plans began to revive 
MUS. Dr. A.W. Dick, pastor of Second Pres
byterian Church, Mr. Robert Hussey, and 
Col. Ross M. Lynn, Headmaster of Pres
byterian Day School were instrumental in 
these plans. Twenty-one distinguished and 
farseeing professional men, with Mr. Alexan
der Wellford as chairman, comprised the 
first Board of Trustees. 

Borrowing liberally from the traditions of 
its namesake and with the blessings of its 
alumni the new school opened at 6191 Park 
A venue in 1955. 

Beginning with six teachers and 93 stu
dents, Col. Ross M. Lynn and Eugene Thorn 
led in the building of a preparatory school 
that has grown to 600 students and 56 fac
ulty . 

MUS operates on the Honor System and 
the strongest of academic and athletic tradi
tions. 

The young men gradua ting from this fine 
institution attend the nation's most pres
tigious and competitive colleges and have 
become business, professional and civil lead
ers. 

I know that my colleagues in the House join 
me in congratulating the faculty, staff and 
alumni of Memphis University School, wishing 
them a joyous centennial celebration and an
other rewarding century of service. 

EAGLE SCOUT HONORED 

HON. WILLIAM 0. LIPINSKI 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 
Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, it gives me 

great pleasure to bring to the attention of !'TlY 
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colleagues, an outstanding young individual 
from Illinois who has completed a major goal 
in his Scouting career. On Sunday, September 
26 in Chicago, IL, Christopher Turek will be 
honored at an Eagle Scout Court of Honor. 

It is important to note that less than 2 per
cent of all young men in America attain the 
rank of Eagle Scout. This high honor can only 
be earned by those Scouts demonstrating ex
traordinary leadership abilities. This young 
man has clearly earned his rank and deserves 
special recognition. 

In light of the commendable leadership and 
courageous activit!es performed by this fine 
young man, I ask you, my fellow colleagues, 
to join me in honoring Christopher Turek for 
attaining the highest honor in Scouting-the 
Rank of Eagle. Let us wish him the very best 
in all of his endeavors. 

SVOBODA CENTENNIAL 

HON. STENY H. HOYER 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, this month marks 
the centennial of Svoboda, the official news
paper of the Ukrainian National Association. 
For 1 00 years, Svoboda has been a beacon 
for the Ukrainian-American community. 

This oldest and largest Ukrainian newspaper 
in the United States has provided an important 
vehicle for generations of Ukrainian-Americans 
in keeping up on developments in Ukraine. In 
so doing, it has helped the Ukrainian-Amer
ican community maintain its strong attachment 
to Ukraine. It provided an impetus for Ukrain
ian-Americans in their efforts to help Ukraine 
in its struggle for freedom and independence. 
Importantly, Svoboda served as a conduit for 
news about Ukraine such as the Stalinist fam
ine of the 1930's-news that was not widely 
reported in the United States. 

At the same time, Svoboda provided numer
ous Ukrainian immigrants, in their native lan
guage, with information about the United 
States and American values. In effect, 
Svoboda has served to strengthen Ukrainian
Americans ties with both the old country and 
their new country. 

Svoboda also has provided links among 
Ukrainian-American communities, located pri
marily in the Eastern part of the United States, 
but now increasingly scattered throughout the 
American continent. This newspaper has been 
a critical link in maintaining the Ukrainian
American community's structure and cohesive
ness. In addition, having existed for 100 years 
and thoroughly documented Ukrainian life in 
America, Svoboda is an invaluable research 
tool for anyone studying the history of Ukrain
ian-Americans. 

Svoboda continues to be an important forum 
today, providing timely news and analysis from 
and on Ukraine. As Cochairman of the Hel
sinki Commission who has traveled to Ukraine 
and met with its leaders, I know that this infor
mation continues to be valuable to the Com
mission as it monitors and reports on develop
ments in Ukraine. 

Mr. Speaker. I congratulate the Ukrainian 
National Association and Svoboda on 
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Svoboda's centennial and wish it mnohaya 
lita, which in Ukrainian means many years. 

LEGISLATION TO PRESERVE 
STERLING FOREST 

HON. MARGE ROUKEMA 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 
Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 

to introduce legislation which will establish a 
Federal matching grant program for acquisition 
of Sterling Forest. At approximately 20,000 
acres, Sterling Forest is the largest tract of pri
vately owned, undeveloped forest land in the 
New York metropolitan area. Preservation of 
this property situated along the New York-New 
Jersey border is critical for protection of north
ern New Jersey's watershed, which provides 
drinking water for over 80 New Jersey munici
palities. Unfortunately, this precious natural re
source is under imminent threat of develop
ment and little time is left to save it. 

The Department of the Interior and related 
agencies appropriations for fiscal year 1993 
provided $3 million, through the Forest Legacy 
Program, to be used in combination with 
matching funds provided by the States of New 
York and New Jersey for acquisition of critical 
lands in Sterling Forest. However, the States 
of New York and New Jersey have not se
cured the necessary matching funds, leaving 
the Federal contribution untouched. Con
sequently, efforts to negotiate a suitable pur
chase agreement with the Sterling Forest Cor
poration have stalled. 

The legislation I am presenting today at
tempts to break this funding impasse by offer
ing Federal matching funds, up to $25 million, 
for each non-Federal dollar raised by the 
bistate Palisades Interstate Park Commission 
[PIPC]. While any forthcoming State funds, 
such as those proposed by New Jersey Sen
ator Robert E. Littell, would qualify for Federal 
matching under this legislation, the purpose of 
my bill is to provide a Federal incentive for in
creased private fundraising efforts. 

Use of federally matched private donations 
to purchase Sterling Forest is not only fiscally 
responsible, but it will expedite preservation of 
Sterling Forest by eliminating obstacles and 
delays on the State level. Moreover, it pro
vides an opportunity for the many conserva
tion-minded individuals and organizations to 
spend their money directly on open space 
preservation, instead of on lobbying legisla
tors. 

In addition to establishing a $25 million Fed
eral matching grant program, this legislation 
stipulates that such funds may only be used 
on a willing-seller basis. It also calls for PIPC 
management and operation of Sterling For
est-including PIPC responsibility for payment 
of applicable property taxes, in accordance 
with New York law. Finally, my bill requires the 
Federal Government to retain an easement, or 
equivalent title, to Sterling Forest as a safe
guard in the unlikely event that the PIPC were 
to be disbanded. This last provision ensures 
that Sterling Forest will always remain in pris
tine condition, and that northern New Jersey's 
watershed will never be compromised by de
velopment in Sterling Forest. 
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This legislation is also the first Federal legis

lation which specifically allows Federal funds 
to be used by Passaic County, NJ, in order to 
fulfill their court-approved settlement with the 
Sterling Forest Corporation. Passaic County's 
proactive effort to preserve the 2,070 acres of 
Sterling Forest within the State of New Jersey 
has unfortunately left the county short of nec
essary funds. Under terms of my legislation, 
Passaic County will be eligible to receive 
matching Federal dollars in the same manner 
as the PIPC in New York State, only the coun
ty will retain responsibility for the tract's man
agement and the Federal Government will not 
hold any interest in the property. 

Under this legislation, taxpayers will benefit, 
Sterling Forest will be preserved, and the Fed
eral Government will not be responsible for 
managing Sterling Forest or for payments in 
lieu of taxes. Most of all, this legislation com
plements other efforts to secure funding for 
land acquisition in Sterling Forest. 

I believe this progressive legislation is es
sential to bringing the preservation of Sterling 
Forest to a timely and cost effective conclu
sion. It is my sincere wish that Members will 
join my efforts to save Sterling Forest from de
struction and that this legislation be given 
prompt and favorable consideration. 

TRIBUTE TO MARIE A. SMITH 

HON. SUSAN MOIJNARI 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, on September 
23, 1993, friends and colleagues of Ms. Marie 
Antoinette Smith will gather on Staten Island, 
NY to pay tribute to her notable career in 
health care. She will retire from the nursing 
profession after 41 years of service. It is truly 
a pleasure for me to have this opportunity to 
honor Ms. Smith for her commitment to heal
ing and care of the sick and injured. 

Her career began in 1952 with her gradua
tion from the Bellevue School of Nursing in 
New York City. She immediately began em
ployment with St. Vincent's Medical Center as 
a nurse in the blood bank. Over the next few 
years she worked at Richmond Memorial Hos
pital as a head nurse in the Medical/Surgical 
Unit. During this time, she also started a fam
ily. In 1966, she moved to the Seaview Hos
pital and Home and performed her nursing du
ties in the Geriatric ward. 

Her career entered a new level after she 
was promoted to assistant director of nursing 
in 1978. A member of the Quality Assurance 
Committee, one of her main concerns was the 
quality of health care services. She con
centrated all of her energies in the administra
tion of the facility and in 1985, she was pro
moted to associate director of nursing. 

Arguably, her most impressive professional 
accomplishment was the establishment of the 
only head injury unit on Staten Island. The 
unit's operations commenced in 1991 in the 
Robitzik Building. 

In addition to her professional accomplish
ments, she is also an active member in both 
the American Organization of Nursing Execu
tives and the American Nurses Association. 
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Today, she has four grown children who all 
work in the health care field. They have un
doubtedly benefited from her experience and 
guidance. 

Mr. Speaker, quite often health care profes
sionals do not receive enough gratitude for the 
sacrifices they make. Caring for the sick is fre
quently a tireless and thankless job. For this 
reason, I am happy to have the occasion to 
give thanks to one such professional. I con
gratulate Marie Antoinette Smith on her self
less years of service and thank her for her 
dedication to bettering health care on Staten 
Island. 

SVOBODA'S FIRST CENTURY 

HON. CHARLES WILSON 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, the following 
quote was made by Arthur Ochs Sulzberger: 

More than print and ink, a newspaper is a 
collection of fierce individualists who some
how manage to perform the astounding daily 
miracle of merging their own personalities 
under the discipline of the deadline and re
tain the flavor of their own minds in print. 

I am pleased to off er praise to all of the 
fierce individuals who have been part of 
Svoboda's first 100 years of service to the 
cause of Ukrainian freedom. 

The courage of those who choose to use 
the pen against the sword stand as a reminder 
to all of us blessed to live in this democracy
a free nation grown from the seeds of the writ
ten word and founded on the principles of 
freedom of speech. 

Their courage is, as well, an inspiration to 
those men and women striving to achieve the 
same goals of freedom and self-determination 
around the globe. 

Your role in helping to bring about the dra
matic changes taking place in Eastern Europe 
is clear, and its value immeasurable. I am 
honored to add my congratulations to the 
many on the occasion of your 1 OOth anniver
sary. It is our hope that Svoboda will continue 
in its invaluable mission for the good of 
Ukraine and its people for 1,000 years more. 

B'NAI B'RITH MARKS 150 YEARS 
OF SERVICE 

HON. DON SUNDQUIST 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday , September 21, 1993 

Mr. SUNDQUIST. Mr. Speaker, like many of 
my colleagues, I have noted with pride (\lnd 
admiration the work of B'nai B'rith Inter
national, not only in my State and community, 
but truly around the world. I know that my col
leagues will join me in saluting this oldest and 
largest of America's service organizations on 
the occasion of its 150th anniversary. 

B'nai B'rith was founded on October 13, 
1843. It is the first international service organi
zation to be founded in the United States. 
Today, B'nai B'rith is active in 50 countries on 
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six continents throughout the free world. Here 
in America, it boasts a membership of over 
500,000. 

B'nai B'rith has broadened its reach and ex
panded its services as it has grown. At its 
birth, B'nai B'rith offered the first free employ
ment bureau in America, opened manual and 
technical schools, ran orphanages and homes 
for the aged. Today, B'nai B'rith provides one 
of the world's largest networks of non
sectarian, affordable-rent apartment projects 
for the elderly, and sponsors internationally 
recognized educational, cultural, and religious 
programs for young people. The B'nai B'rith 
Student Aid Fund assists needy school chil-

·dren. 
Around the world, B'nai B'rith has been a 

leader in the battle against prejudice and has 
taken a principled stand in defense of basic 
human rights. 

I know that B'nai B'rith has made a powerful 
difference for good in my community, and I am 
confident that each of my colleagues would be 
quick to say the same. 

I am proud to salute B'nai B'rith on its first 
century and a half and proud to salute those 
whose support has enabled it to do so much 
for so many for so long. For 150 years, B'nai 
B'rith has united persons of the Jewish faith in 
the work of promoting their highest interest 
and those of humanity. May it always be so. 

PANEL DISCUSSION ON ISLAMIC 
FUNDAMENTALISM 

HON. HELEN DEUCH BENTLEY 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, on June 29, a 
panel discussion was held at the International 
Club in Washington, the discussion of which 
revolved around Islamic fundamentalism. I 
would like to take this opportunity to have re
printed in the RECORD, the remarks of con
ference participant Dr. Joshua Muravchik, a 
resident scholar at the American Enterprise In
stitute, and an expert in the fields of foreign 
affairs and defense policy. His latest book, Ex
porting Democracy: Fulfiling America's Des
tiny, was published in 1991. I urge my col
leagues to review this insightful piece. 

AN ALTERNATIVE TO ISLAMIC 
FUNDAMENTALISM? 

(By Dr. Joshua Muravchik) 
I am for the most part going to talk about 

why I am here. I am not an expert, by any 
means, either in terrorism or in Iran and the 
region. My main field of interest is in democ
racy and human rights, with a broader inter
est in U.S. foreign policy and strategy, and I 
confess I never would have expected to find 
myself in this kind of forum. 

One day, about a decade ago, I encountered 
a young Iranian man on the Georgetown Uni
versity Campus who was giving out leaflets 
protesting torture by the Khomeini regime. 
The leaflets had some disturbing photo
graphs on them, and the young man said to 
me, "The regime tortured my brother." The 
leaflet identified itself and the man distrib
uting it as being from the Mojahedin. I said 
to him, "That's very terrible, but I did not 
see you out here a few years ago protesting 
when your movement was part of the new re-
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gime and the people who were being tortured 
were from the old regime." He replied some
thing to the effect that those victims were 
bad guys, and I left disheartened. 

In the last year, however, I have had a se
ries of interesting conversations with rep
resentatives of the Mojahedin Organization, 
at their initiative. They came to me wanting 
to talk about democracy in their country. I 
welcomed this, not just because of my inter
est in democracy, but also because it may 
offer an answer to a terrible problem, the 
rise of Islamic " fundamentalism," that is fa
natical, politicized and violent. In recent 
days, the problem of terrorism by this move
ment has been brought home to us with new 
drama and urgency. 

It is also of special concern from the point 
of view of those who delight in the recent 
progress of democracy around the globe. 
With the collapse of the last of the great and 
terrible 20th century totalitarian ideological 
al t ernatives to democracy, the one remain
ing fierce opponent of democracy in the 
world is the force of this Islamic fanaticism. 
It is a very major impediment to the further 
spread of democracy in the world, and to the 
consolidation of democracy in those parts of 
the world where it is young and fragile. 

One of the lessons that we have learned 
from the quite astonishing collapse of com
munism is that, if possible, the best way to 
fight such an enemy is right at the center. 
Throughout the forty years of containment, 
we fought a most difficult struggle, often 
losing individual battles in our effort to 
fight the communist imperium at its fringes, 
where the communists could choose the bat
tleground and where we were always on the 
defensive, such as in Vietnam, Central Amer
ica and elsewhere. Then suddenly, when com
munism collapsed at its heart, its various 
tentacles died with it. Its defeat was not 
military- although certainly military con
tainment was important-but political. The 
idea and spirit of democracy and freedom 
took hold in the center of the Soviet empire. 

Hence, by analogy, when these people from 
the Mojahedin Organization came to talk to 
me about democracy, the idea that it might 
be possible to stimulate the development of 
a democratic movement in Iran to challenge 
fanaticism right at its center intrigued me. 
For today, Tehran is to Islamic fanaticism 
what Moscow was to world communism. 

So I talked to these people, and I asked 
them questions about what they meant by 
democracy, because we know that democracy 
is one of the most abused words of our cen
tury. We recall easily how many sordid dic
tatorships called themselves " people 's de
mocracies." When I questioned the 
Mojahedin representat ives, they gave the 
right answers. That in itself does not prove 
their sincerity, but it was an interesting 
first test. Although communists often used 
the word democracy, you only needed to talk 
to them for a minute or two and ask them 
what they meant by democracy and pret ty 
soon you heard about the people 's vanguard 
and the rest of their litany. It was quite evi
dent in a moment that when they used the 
word " democracy," the pretence did not go 
very far beyond the word itself. 

Whereas when I asked my interlocutors of 
the Mojahedin Organization what they 
meant by democracy, I got better answers, 
answers which had some compelling quality 
to them. Just to give you one example, I 
asked them if their goal is to take power in 
Iran. This is kind of a trick question, be
cause it is easy to say yes. But they said no, 
our goal is to have an interim government 
which will hold elections for a legislative as
sembly to draft a constitution to create a 
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new democratic political system. So I said to 
myself, right answer, and I continued the 
dialogue. 

I also made inquiries among people I trust 
who know something about Iranian history. 
I heard a lot of bad things about the People's 
Mojahedin Organization, about their role in 
the Iranian revolution and their former part
nership with Khomeini and his forces, and so 
I proceeded cautiously. I am still proceeding 
cautiously. 

I would like to consider some of the ques
tions being raised about the Mojahedin, and 
possible answers to these questions. One 
warning about this group is that they don't 
really mean what they say, and are not being 
straightforward about what they believe. I 
have no way of knowing if this is so, but I 
was heartened by the fact that they do not 
just have a slogan democracy; they give a lot 
of the right answers. The focus of our discus
sion today is the release of a new book by 
Mr. Mohaddessin. His book also gives a lot of 
the right answers, and talks about democ
racy in the terms that democrats talk about 
democracy. 

The second objection that was shared with 
me was that the Mojahedin Organization has 
done very terrible things in the past, both in 
its role in the revolution and attacks on 
Americans and so on. There are two points I 
would make in that regard. One is it that 
they say their organization split into dif
ferent factions and has gone through various 
permutations. They renounce or deny re
sponsibility for some of the more terrible 
things that were done. I am not familiar 
with the historical truth of their expla
nation. It is, however, important to note 
that people and political movements change. 
Today, for example, we see that one of the 
most important foreign leaders in terms of 
prospects for democracy in the world and in 
terms of American strategic interest is Mr. 
Yeltsin, who for most Qf his political career 
was a loyal Soviet communist official. 
Therefore, I believe that the past record of 
this organization is not per se disqualifying, 
given the question of whether they have 
changed or evolved in their thinking. 

It is also pointed out that the Mojahedin 
have a very close alliance with the govern
ment of Iraq, which is a particularly abomi
nable government and an enemy of the Unit
ed States. It seems to me that this is a very 
serious question. Their answer to it is that 
they need a base from which to fight their 
revolution, and the only place contiguous to 
Iran where they can have a military base is 
in Iraq. Again I am not really in a position 
to judge, but it seems to me this is at least 
a plausible explanation. We have ourselves 
on occasion joined with tyrants in time of 
war, as we did with Stalin in the Second 
World War. 

I am, therefore, concerned about all of the 
things said about the Mojahedin, but I think 
none of them is automatically disqualifying. 
Despite the objections about them, there are 
two reasons why I am nonetheless interested 
in deepening a dialogue with them. One is 
that even if they are not the good guys that 
they say and I hope they are, we still might 
have a hard-headed strategic reason to sup
port them. The government of Iran is a very 
special threat and an enemy whose potential 
for damage spreads very far and wide. If we 
look back to the late eighties, we succeeded 
in undermining communism through the 
Reagan doctrine by supporting insurgencies 
against communist governments. Now many 
of these insurgents, such as Mr. Savimbi of 
Angola and the Mujaheddin of Afghanistan, 
have rather bitterly disappointed us from a 
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democratic perspective. Nevertheless, from a 
hard-headed strategic point of view, if we 
had to do it all over again, I would certainly 
think we should. We contributed to bringing 
down the Soviet state, a very real menace to 
ourselves and the human freedom. 

There is also a less hard-headed reason for 
taking an interest in what the Mojahedin 
have to say. Let's suppose that the fears of 
their critics are well-founded, and they do 
not mean what they say about democracy. 
The fact that they are talking about democ
racy, and not sloganeering, is still very im
portant. They are talking about the values 
of religious tolerance, free speech, and con
tested elections. They are talking about the 
values of tolerance as opposed to cruelty, 
which seems to me to be the fundamental 
issue. They are spreading this message 
among the Iranian people and in their part of 
the world. This is a very valuable message to 
have spread, whether the people who are 
spreading it are sincere or not. We have 
often seen that people start spreading a mes
sage and eventually they convince them
selves. From this perspective, even the ob
jection that they are insincere is not a deci
sive objection, because the Majahedin say 
the right things about democracy, and I am 
eager to see people in this part of the world 
talking about democracy. 

For these reasons, I intend to continue this 
dialogue that I have begun with the people 
from the Mojahendin Organization, and en
courage others to do so. In the course of dia
logue, there are important questions that I 
want to keep putting to them. I want to ask 
them about the internal structure of their 
organization. Is it a democratic organization 
and are their leaders chosen democratically, 
because there is a very close connection be
tween what a political organization does in
ternally and what it is really fighting for ex
ternally. 

I want to ask them questions about their 
attitude to their past. Did they do things 
that they wish they hadn't? I want to know 
how openly they will confront things they 
may have done in the past that contradict 
what they espouse today. 

And thirdly I want to talk to them about 
what they say to the world at large about po
litical events in their part of the world. I es
pecially want to talk about what are saying 
about democracy to their own people in their 
radio broadcasts. What message are they 
bringing to the Iranian people, and is it the 
same as the message they bring to us? I 
think that Mr. Mohaddessin's book, the topic 
of our discussion this morning, is a very in
teresting contribution to that dialogue. 

LET'S PUT AMERICANS FIRST 

HON. ELTON GAUEGLY 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 
Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

inform my colleagues that the Non-Commis
sioned Officers Association of America-an or
ganization chartered by the U.S. Congress-is 
a strong supporter of my bill to stop our ludi
crous policy of admitting former Iraqi soldiers 
as refugees. 

Some 1,000 former Iraqi prisoners of war, 
along with their families, have already been 
resettled in the United States, and another 
3,000 of these soldiers are in the pipeline. 

Mr. Speaker, at a time when many Ameri
cans, including many veterans, are facing an 
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uncertain future because of the limping na
tional economy, these Iraqi soldiers-who took 
up arms against American men and women 
serving in Operation Desert Storm-are eligi
ble for a full range of Federal benefits. If they 
are all resettled here, it could cost the tax
payers an incredible $70 million. 

The bottom line is that we have no business 
putting enemy soldiers ahead of 9 million un
employed Americans. My bill, H.R. 30?1; 
states that anyone who served in the Iraqi 
armed forces between August 2, 1990, and 
February 27, 1991, cannot be admitted to the 
United States as refugees. 

Mr. Charles R. Jackson, the president of the 
NCOA, has written an outstanding editorial in 
the October issue of the NCOA Journal that 
deserves to be read by every Member of Con
gress. I ask that it be placed in the RECORD, 

and I urge my colleagues to carefully consider 
what it says. 

For once, let's put Americans first. 

THERE IS A TEAR IN HER EYE 

(By Charles R. Jackson) 

The lady of New York Harbor would no 
doubt hang her head in sorrow if she knew 
what President Bill Clinton was planning 
now. For more than one hundred years she 
has stood as the welcoming ambassador to 
millions of refugees from all parts of the 
world seeking to escape tyranny in the free
dom of the United States. 

She has welcomed all who sought to live 
freely under the banner of the stars and 
stripes and who believed in the promise of a 
better life in a truly democratic society. 

These immigrants loved the promise that 
America offered. However, today if the Presi
dent has his way, she will stand helplessly by 
to watch an influx of Iraqi soldiers who only 
two years ago had only one wish for Amer
ica, and that was to see her destroyed. 

The President has proposed giving refugee 
status to thousands of former Iraqi soldiers 
rendered homeless as a result of their defeat 
in the Gulf War. These are the same Iraqi 
soldiers whose goal during that war was to 
kill American soldiers, sailors, airmen, ma
rines and coast guardsmen and plunder their 
neighbors in the Persian Gulf region. 

As refugees in the United States they 
would be eligible for federal resettlement as
sistance and permanent resident status, paid 
for by the same Americans they attempted 
to slaughter. And, would be protected by the 
same military might they sought to annihi
late. 

Our history as a nation is one of forgive
ness of our former enemies. But it is not a 
history of giving aid and comfort to those 
who continue to seek our downfall. There are 
too many American veterans still suffering 
the wounds of that war and too many widows 
and children in need of assistance in rebuild
ing their lives because of the loss of a loved 
one in that war. To even consider granting 
refugee status and all the benefits associated 
with that status to soldiers of a nation that 
is still seeking our demise is absolutely bi
zarre. 

The lady in New York Harbor can't bow 
her head. But, if you look closely you might 
see a tear in her eye. 
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GET HANDGUNS OUT OF THE 

HANDS OF YOUNGSTERS 

HON. MICHAEL N. CASTLE 
OF DELAWARE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, on our streets 
and in our schools, children and teenagers are 
carrying handguns to impress their friends, 
protect their turf, and commit crimes-and 
they are using them to kill and seriously injure 
children caught in the crossfire, teenagers, 
and adults. 

One 11-year-old boy recently brought his 
parents' gun to school because he wanted to 
impress his friends who had brought a real
looking, large water pistol to class. 

Juveniles and gang members in a majority 
of States can openly carry guns on the streets 
because there are no laws prohibiting the 
open carrying and possession of guns by mi
nors. 

FBI statistics reveal the violent crime rate 
for juveniles ages 1 O to 17 increased 27 per
cent between 1980 and 1990. The number of 
murders committed with guns by youths in this 
age bracket soared 79 percent over the same 
period. 

The problem is a gaping loophole in the 25-
year-old Federal Gun Control Act, which only 
prohibits federally licensed firearms dealers 
and manufacturers from selling or delivering 
handguns to minors. Current law does not re
strict minors from possessing handguns. 

Congress has an opportunity to help get 
handguns out of the hands of youngsters. 
Congressman DAN GLICKMAN and I are intro
ducing the Youth Handgun Safety Act of 1993 
today. This legislation makes it unlawful for 
any person to sell, deliver, or transfer to a ju
venile a handgun or ammunition suitable for 
use only in a handgun. It also makes it unlaw
ful for any person under the age of 18 to pos
sess a handgun. 

The legislation does not apply to a tem
porary transfer to, or possession by a juvenile 
for use in hunting, target practice, or a course 
of instruction in handgun safety, under the su
pervision of an adult who is not prohibited 
from possessing a firearm. Nor does it apply 
to a juvenile who is a member of the Armed 
Forces of the United States or the National 
Guard who possesses or is armed with a 
handgun in the line of duty. 

The penalty for anyone who knowingly vio
lates the proposed measure would be a fine 
up to $1,000 and/or imprisonment for up to 1 
year. 

Let's close this gaping loophole in Federal 
gun control laws so we can help reduce the 
growing number of children and teenagers 
who are the perpetrators and victims of hand
gun-related violence. 

SHOTS ON GOAL 

HON. JAMFS P. MORAN 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, I am glad to re
port that over this past weekend, the lnter-
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national Olympic Committee voted to make 
women's soccer a medal sport in the 1996 
Olympics in Atlanta. Last year, Congress 
passed a concurrent resolution introduced by 
Senator DECONCINI in the Senate and me in 
the House expressing our support for such ac
tion. 

However, this notable event is due, in large 
part, to the hard work and dedication of a con
stituent of mine, Mr. Jim Cromwell. Every once 
in a while each of us meets a constituent who 
grabs ahold of an issue and never gives up. 
Jim Cromwell is such a constituent and wom
en's soccer is his passion. Jim rallied support 
for women's soccer in the Olympics from the 
grassroots efforts of petition drives to the reso
lution we in Congress passed to support this 
effort. I submit for the record an article from 
amateur soccer's national publication "Shots 
on Goal" that expands further on Jim 
Cromwell's impressive efforts to make wom
en's soccer an Olympic medal sport. 

[From Shots On Goal, November 1992] 
JIM CROMWELL, SUPER SOCCER DAD 

(By Rick Crow and Bob Keller) 
Although this year's drive to include wom

en's soccer at the 1996 Olympics in Atlanta 
has been a true team effort, the hard work 
and dedication of Jim Cromwell are cer
tainly worth highlighting in this issue of 
Network. Cromwell, the father of national
team player and University of Virginia 
(UVA) Assistant Coach Amanda Cromwell 
worked for 25 years on Capitol Hill as admin
istrative assistant for such notables as Bob 
Michael and Jack Kemp. Now retired from 
government service, Cromwell presently 
works as Research Advocate and Editor of 
Decade of the Brain, a periodical distributed 
by the National Alliance for the Mentally Ill, 
but somehow manages to dedicate countless 
hours towards helping women soccer players 
secure their place in the Olympics. 

"I believe that there is tremendous inter
est in the sport, not only in this country, but 
certainly internationally," said Cromwell. 
"There are 64 women's national teams play
ing on six continents and having met all the 
criteria for Olympic participation, there was 
no real reason to preclude women's soccer in 
1996. That's what stimulated my interest in 
becoming active." 

Cromwell felt that specific actions such as 
passing a concurrent resolution through 
Congress would continue the momentum 
gained after the United States Women's Na
tional Soccer Team won the First FIFA 
World Championship for Women's Football 
last year in Guangzhou, China. 

"Representative Jim Moran is my Con
gressman and naturally you go to your own 
Congressman to start with. I was delighted 
with the reception I received. Congressman 
Moran and his staff thought the idea was 
outstanding and he accepted the challenge. 
Since then, he's earned the right to point 
with pride to his successful efforts, not only 
for introducing the concurrent resolution, 
but making it well-known among his col
leagues.'' 

In addition to introducing the resolution 
in Congress, Moran also suggested that soc
cer organizers lobby the Senate as weli. 
Cromwell was delighted when Bob Maynes, 
Press Secretary for Senator Dennis DeCon
cini and a popular coach and referee on the 
Northern Virginia soccer scene, was able to 
present the initiative to DeConcini, another 
strong advocate for sports equality. 

Cromwell is also especially thankful tor 
the support given to the Olympic proposal by 
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the soccer community. Initially Cromwell 
was able to contact well-known soccer orga
nizers from around the country such as 
Marilyn Childress, Ruth Callard and Adele 
Dolansky. Together they formed an ad-hoc 
committee, which also included National 
Team Coaches Anson Dorrance and Lauren 
Gregg. 

"This ad-hoc committee was absolutely 
fantastic," said Cromwell. "They provided 
me with all the information for making con
tacts around the country. I also have to say, 
God Bless the Soccer America Yellow Pages! 
When they got hung up, Bob Maymas or Jim 
Moran would call me and say we need help in 
a certain area and I could call soccer people 
around the country. It was absolutely in
credible! They knew what we were trying to 
accomplish and they dropped whatever they 
were doing immediately and helped make 
the calls." 

According to Cromwell, petitions also play 
a big part in the lobbying process. 

"We expected to generate 100,000 signa
tures on these petitions nationally. These 
petitions will go to USOC President Walker 
and Atlanta Olympic Committee President 
and CEO Payne to convince them that there 
is a groundswell of support. Al though the 
American committee is not a part of the de
cisionmaking process, as host nation, they 
can be very helpful by urging the IOC and 
FIFA to go ahead with this." 

Like many soccer parents, Cromwell began 
his involvement in the sport by coaching 
Amanda when she took up the game at age 
eight. When girls' select teams were formed, 
Cromwell became manager. 

"I can remember when Amanda was a 
sophomore at UVA. When they played North 
Carolina State University, there must have 
been 10 women on the field that played for 
the Cyclones, her select team. Those years 
and experiences in youth soccer were valu
able for Amanda, not only personally, be as 
far as developing leadership qualities." 

"The introduction of women's soccer in the 
Olympics is an inspiration that I share with 
all soccer dads. We're not just here to pro
mote the tou,rnament, but to knock down 
the doors that have been closed to women in 
their lives. The soccer door of the Olympics 
is one of those doors and we're going to open 
it." 

TRIBUTE TO BOTSFORD GENERAL 
HOSPITAL 

HON. JOE KNOllENBERG 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to pay tribute to one of southeastern 
Michigan's outstanding health care facilities, 
Botsford General Hospital in Farmington Hills, 
Ml, as they dedicate their new east pavilion. 

On October 14, the staff and administration 
of Botsford Hospital will join in dedicating the 
new facilities which will include expanded 
emergency and surgery departments, a clinical 
laboratory, and a helipad. The east pavilion 
project is part of a $35 million expansion and 
renovation of the hospital which will enhance 
its ability to meet the health care needs of the 
area. 

As Congress begins the debate on health 
care reform, we need to look at where the 
health care needs are being met and emulate 
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that success elsewhere. Botsford General 
Hospital offers that kind of model with a com
mitment of offering comprehensive care to a 
growing community. 

I congratulate the doctors, nurses, adminis
tration, staff, and volunteers at Botsford on 
their longstanding dedication to serving their 
patients and wish them continued success 
with the opening of the east pavilion. 

A SHOCKING CRIME IN 
UNITED STATES 
UNPUNISHED IN MEXICO 

THE 
GOES 

HON. GEORGE E. BROWN, JR. 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speaker, 
once in awhile, something happens in our own 
communities that jolts our consciousness and 
carries with it much broader implications. That 
is precisely what has been unfolding over the 
past year in the inland empire-that part of 
southern California that I call home. It started 
with an abhorrent crime and the human suffer
ing and continuing injustice mount with every 
passing day. 

In the middle of the night of September 14, 
1992, a man broke into a private home in Riv
erside County, CA. That intruder kidnapped a 
defenseless 4-year-old girl while her parents 
were asleep in a different part of the house. 
He took this little girl to a nearby abandoned 
trailer where he proceeded to beat .• rape, and 
sodomize her. After this heinous attack, that 
intruder bound the little girl, wrapped her in a 
blanket, tied her to a tree, and left her to die. 

Miraculously, this little girl freed herself. She 
was discovered by neighbors, wondering 
alone in the early morning hours traumatized 
and dazed. 

The prime suspect in this case is a 28-year
old Mexican national, Serapio Zuniga Rios, 
who was in the United States at the time on 
a green card. A felony arrest warrant was is
sued by the Sheriff's Department of Riverside 
County, but not fast enough to prevent this 
suspect's flight back across the border into 
Mexico. 

More than 1 year later, this suspect remains 
at large, even though his whereabouts in Mex
ico was known for several months until he 
vanished from his hometown just a few weeks 
ago. 

As if this case is not shocking enough on its 
own terms, imagine my shock and dismay 
when I learned it is not out of the ordinary in 
some very important aspects. Law enforce
ment officials in my region of southern Califor
nia have told me that there are dozens of mur
ders and aggravated assaults, just to cite two 
types of felony crimes, that have gone 
unpunished because the Mexican suspects 
have returned to Mexico to avoid extradition 
and any prosecution in many cases. These 
cases are going nowhere for lack of coopera
tion from the Mexican Government and Mexi
can law enforcement authorities. 

Little wonder then that some local district at
torneys are reluctant to invest their limited re
sources pursuing cases and preparing formal 
requests for the extradition of Mexican sus-
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pects who are wanted for serious crimes and 
who return to Mexico to avoid prosecution. 

The Mexican Government has never al
lowed any Mexican national to be extradited to 
the United States to stand trial, no matter how 
serious the crime. Moreover, one reputable 
law enforcement official estimates that fewer 
than half of the Mexican nationals suspected 
of committing serious felonies while in the 
United States are ever pursued for prosecu
tion under corresponding Mexican national 
laws. 

How can this be. 
After all, there exists a United States-Mexico 

Extradition Treaty. But it effectively works as a 
one-way street in practice. 

Specifically, article 9 of the 1978 United 
States-Mexico Extradition Treaty authorizes 
each country to extradite its own nationals, but 
makes such extradition discretionary rather 
than mandatory. However, whenever a country 
refuses to extradite a national when formally 
requested to do so, that country is obligated to 
submit the case to its local authorities for do
mestic prosecution. 

But the harsh truth is the Mexican Govern
ment always refuses United States requests to 
extradite and commonly declines to prosecute 
suspected felons, in flagrant defiance of its 
treaty obligations and diplomatic assurances. 

Regarding the attack on the little girl in Riv
erside County, it took the United States Jus
tice and State Departments, under repeated 
prodding by Congressmen CLAY SHAW and 
me, more than 8 months to even formally re
quest of the Mexican Government that they 
extradite Serapio Zuniga Rios to stand trial in 
California. In June, even after the formal extra
dition request was made and Secretary of 
State Christopher personally underscored 
United States concerns about the case with 
Mexican Foreign Secretary Solana, the extra
dition request was summarily denied. I am told 
that the Mexican Government took the position 
that Mexican law prohibits the extradition of its 
nationals, even though it does allow it in ex
ceptional cases. 

This case and the very serious, systemic 
problems that it highlights confronting United 
States law enforcement agencies have raised 
many questions in my mind and have stirred 
many ongoing concerns I have about far
reaching unresolved issues between the Unit
ed States and Mexico, including whether to 
approve NAFT A and its supplemental accords. 

If in the judgment of the Mexican Govern
ment, this case from Riverside County is not 
covered by the exceptional circumstances pro
vision in Mexican law that allows extradition, 
then what type of crime would prompt them to 
extradite a Mexican national. 

What conclusions can one reasonably draw 
from this case about the rule of law within 
Mexico. 

If we cannot count on the Mexican Govern
ment's full and effective cooperation and good 
faith in law enforcement and very serious 
criminal justice matters, then how much con
fidence can we have in their readiness to up
hold other commitments on other bilateral 
problems of mutual concern. 

Based upon the malfeasance of the Mexi
can Government in criminal cases of this sort, 
should United States businessmen credibly 
expect their contracts to be upheld and United 
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States intellectual property rights to be legally 
and effectively protected in Mexico under the 
terms of the impending NAFTA or otherwise? 

Because of questions like these, I initiated 
and Congressmen CLAY SHAW and KEN CAL
VERT cosigned my letter to Mexican President 
Salinas last July. We respectfully asked that 
the Mexican Government take immediate ac
tion to have Serapio Zuniga Rios arrested and 
extradited forthwith to stand trial in the United 
States. Even now 2 months later, the Mexican 
Government has not seen fit to even acknowl
edge receipt of our letter, let alone thoughtfully 
respond to it. I have placed repeated phone 
calls to the Mexican Embassy in Washington, 
DC, and have not received any return phone 
calls as yet. A copy of our unanswered letter 
to Mexican President Salinas appears at the 
end of this statement. 

I do not understand and I will not accept the 
callous and careless manner in which the 
Mexican Government has mishandled this 
case and many others like it. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, DC, July 22, 1993. 

Hon. CARLOS SALINAS DE GORTARI, 
President , Republic of the United Mexican 

States, Mexico City, Mexico. 
DEAR PRESIDENT SALINAS: In many ways, 

your government has come to represent a 
new age in the politics and development of 
our hemisphere. We also believe that your ef
forts to broaden and improve relations be
tween our two countries hopefully presages a 
new era of cooperation and mutual respect 
that will benefit the peoples of both nations, 
and we commend your leadership. 

In that vein, we wish to bring to your at
tention a matter of the utmost concern to 
us, in the hope that your government will 
help us achieve a resolution satisfactory to 
all concerned. 

In the early morning hours of September 
14, 1992, a man broke into a family home in 
Riverside County, California. That intruder 
kidnapped a 4-year-old girl and then raped 
and sodomized her at a nearby work site. 
After that attack, this little girl was com
pletely enwrapped in a blanket, tied to a 
tree, and left to die. It was a miracle that 
she survived this brutal assault. 

The prime suspect in this crime is a 29-
year-old Mexican national, Serapio Zuniga 
Rios, who was in the U.S. legally at that 
time on a green card. He is suspected of hav
ing fled across the border into Mexico imme
diately after the crime occurred. We have 
knowledge of his current whereabouts inside 
Mexico. 

Pursuant to the terms of the U.S.-Mexico 
Extradition Treaty now in effect, the U.S. 
Government last month formally requested 
the extradition of this suspect for whom a 
felony warrant has been issued in Riverside 
County, California. 

Our purpose in writing is to request in the 
strongest terms possible that your govern
ment take immediate action to have this 
suspect .placed in custody by the appropriate 
Mexican law enforcement authorities and ex
tradited forthwith to stand trial in the U.S. 

We view this situation as an opportunity 
for our two countries to work together in an 
area of concern that has, in the past, been 
fraught with problems for both of our gov
ernments. But, as you know, new bilateral 
discussions on extradition and related mat
ters have begun. Since we recognize prob
lems have arisen under the terms of the ex
isting U.S.-Mexico Extradition Treaty, we 
strongly urge you to assist us in this pending 
case, thus setting the stage for resolution of 
broader extradition policy concerns. 
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Certainly, both of our governments should 

be responsive to the needs of the other in im
portant matters such as this. Your help in 
this extradition case would also be greatly 
appreciated by the family of the 4-year old 
victim, the people of California and the rest 
of the United States, as well as members of 
Congress and other U.S. government offi
cials. 

We thank you for your assistance and look 
forward to hearing from you. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLAY SHAW, 

Member of Congress. 
GEORGE E. BROWN, Jr., 

Member of Congress. 
KEN CALVERT, 

Member of Congress. 

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE 
BLATTENBERGER FAMILIES OF 
AMERICA 

HON. DAVID MANN 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
bring to your attention that on Monday, Sep
tember 20, 1993, the Blattenberger families 
will be celebrating their 250th anniversary of 
arriving in America. 

In 1743, Johannes Blattenberger, the pro
genitor of all the Blattenberger families, arrived 
at the port of Philadelphia and declared his al
legiance to the King and England. Johannes 
was one of the many people who took William 
Penn's invitation to join him in Pennsylvania 
where there was religious and political free
dom. To pay for the trip to the new world Jo
hannes decided to indenture himself, but soon 
after that his family and fortune began to 
grow. 

When the time came to fight for their coun
try in the Revolutionary War, all of Johannes' 
sons were ready and willing to do something 
good for the land that had given them so 
much. A Blattenberger has fought and or died 
in every major war since that time. 

Over the years the family has spread from 
the Lancaster area to 31 States including the 
District of Columbia. Throughout the spreading 
of the family a few name changes have come 
along in the family name. There are several 
different forms such as Blattenberger, 
Plattenberger, Blottenberger, Plattenburg, or 
Blattenberg. 

The Blattenberger family is proud to have a 
variety of professions which can include any
thing from an actress to a farmer. I would like 
to give special congratulations to the family 
members who contributed in the Manhattan 
project, the first lunar land rover, became a 
movie actress, became head of the Govern
ment Printing Office, and became a Commis
sioner of the SEC. 

I would also like to give special recognition 
to the family members back in Cincinnati in 
my district who are Omara Blattenberger, 
Phyllis Plattenburg Reid, and Natalie 
Plattenburg Hauk. 

Congratulations to the Blattenberger families 
of America, as they celebrate their 250th anni
versary. 
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THE NORTH BRONX SEVENTH-DAY 
ADVENTIST CHURCH HONORED 

HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I wish to give rec
ognition to a congregation in my district that 
has been a source of inspiration and assist
ance to the community. The North Bronx Sev
enth-Day Adventist Church is marking its 25th 
_anniversary this week with a series of events 
celebrating this momentous occasion. 

The church started with just 11 members in 
1967, but has grown to include more than 700 
active and vibrant people. The congregation 
has a special relationship with the local com
munity, offering each other support and en
couragement. The motto of the congregation 
is "The caring church where everybody is 
somebody," and that inclusive attitude is re
flected in all the good works of the church. 

I commend Pastor Allan W. Hay and all the 
people who have contributed to the success of 
the North Bronx Seventh-Day Adventist 
Church. We all look forward to the continued 
growth and success of the church. 

TRIBUTE TO THE VALLEY BABE 
RUTH ALL-STARS TEAM 

HON. JA~ T. WlliH 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 
Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

ask that my colleagues join me in congratulat
ing a group of 13-year-olds from my district on 
their spirit and competitiveness as they com
piled a recordbreaking string of victories on 
their way to the World Series of the Babe 
Ruth League. 

The boys and one girl were on the Valley 
Babe Ruth League all-stars team, from a 
league with a great tradition of winning teams, 
talented players, and dedicated coaches. The 
dedication of the coaches, it should be men
tioned, is not so much to winning as it is to the 
players and their well-being, to establishing 
pride in these young people, and to their phys
ical and mental conditioning. 

These coaches in particular, Jay Downs, 
John Pennisi, and Bob Weismore, are the 
pride of our neighborhood because they prove 
their community commitment through coaching 
not only with this endeavor, but every season. 

The players themselves made us in Syra
cuse very proud. They were 1 of 1,900 teams 
competing nationwide. After losing their very 
first all-star game, they went on to win 13 
games, the longest winning streak in the coun
try-securing the district title, the State title 
and the mid-Atlantic title before advancing to 
the World Series in Springdale, AR, where 
they finished up with a 2-2 record. 

Noteworthy to the success of these local 
baseball heroes is the participation and pride 
of their parents. Each parent of each player 
traveled to Springdale for the 10-day World 
Series. 

While I congratulate these participants, I 
would also tip my hat to the organizers of the 
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World Series and youth baseball coaches ev
erywhere for their time and effort. There are 
few things in life more important than helping 
to build strong bodies and minds in kids 
whose lives are immeasurably enriched by the 
respect and attention of the adults around 
them. 

Congratulations to this year's Valley Babe 
Ruth League all-stars for a job well done. 
They are Rich Adamczyk, Eric Cohen, Ian 
Cuthbert, Jon Downs, Mike Erwin, Lauren 
Fitzpatrick, Steve Haryan, Jeff Machan, Matt 
Marsallo, Andy Myatt, John Pennisi, Brian 
Thompson, Ed Van Slyke, Jordan Weismore, 
and Mike Wojenski. 

INTRODUCTION OF RADIO 
CONSUMER INFORMATION ACT 

HON. LARRY I.aROCCO 
OF IDAHO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
introduce the Radio Consumer Information Act 
of 1993. This legislation will modify certain dis
closure requirements of three of our banking 
laws: the Truth in Lending Act, the Truth in 
Savings Act, and the Consumer Leasing Act. 
The purpose of this bill is to remedy the unin
tended consequences these statutes have had 
for radio advertising of loans, savings ac
counts, and leases. 

Current law requires specific, detailed dis
closures whenever certain financial terms are 
used in an advertisement. for print and tele
vision advertising, these disclosures are easily 
made in the fine print at the bottom of the ad. 
On the radio, however, it is virtually impossible 
to make all of the required disclosures. To do 
so would require a very lengthy advertisement 
filled with technical details that listeners would 
be unlikely to retain. 

As a result of these requirements, advertis
ers avoid radio. Local radio stations lose mil
lions of dollars in advertising revenue each 
year. For the auto leasing market alone, the 
radio industry estimates losses of up to $300 
million a year. 

This legislation requires the Federal Re
serve to set rules for disclosures by radio ad
vertisers that will give consumers all of the in
formation now required by law, but will do so 
using toll-free numbers or other means rather 
than requiring that the information be read 
over the air. Under my legislation, consumers 
will continue to receive exactly the same infor
mation now required and will be able to make 
the same informed choices envisioned by law
makers when the Truth in Lending, Truth in 
Savings, and Consumer Lease Acts were 
passed. 

I look forward to working with interested 
Members of the House for passage of this leg
islation. 
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CONGRATULATIONS TO THE 

BLATTENBERGER FAMILIES OF 
AMERICA 

HON. BUD SHUSTER 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, on Monday, 
September 20, 1993, the Blattenberger fami
lies celebrated their 250th anniversary of arriv
ing in America. 

On this day in 17 43, Johannes 
Blattenberger-the progenitor of all the 
Blattenberger families, arrived at the Port of 
Philadelphia, and made his mark in the record 
books to declare his allegiance to the King 
and England. Johannes was one of many who 
took the invitation that William Penn had ex
tended some years earlier, to come to his 
Pennsylvania, and find the religious and politi
cal freedom they lacked in their native Ger
many. 

There is some evidence to suggest that Jo
hannes then indentured himself to pay for this 
trip to the New World, but within a few years 
he appears in the area of Lancaster, PA, his 
fortune and family both growing. 

All of Johannes' grown sons felt the need to 
give back to the land that gave them so much. 
When the time to fight for their country came, 
they all willingly joined in the fight to secure 
the new f'.jation, in the Revolutionary War. 
Since that time, a Blattenberger or descendent 
has fought and sometimes died, in every 
major conflict of the United States, the War of 
1812, the Civil War, World War I and II, 
Korea, and Vietnam. Today one of their family 
descendants serves in Kuwait. 

Today the family has spread from the Lan
caster area to 31 States and the District of 
Columbia. In the past two and a half centuries, 
many changes have happened in the country, 
and even a few changes in the Blattenberger 
family name. Today, descendants of Johannes 
may spell the family name in a variety of 
forms-Blattenberger, Plattenberger, . Blotten
berger, Plattenburg, or Blattenberg. But as 
with such a distinctive name, there is no trou
ble in tracing their family heritage to Johan
nes. 

The Blattenberger family history, and U.S. 
history are woven together in many ways. Per
haps the fact that weaving was Johannes' pro
fession may have been prophetic. Over the 
centuries, the family moved from the activities 
of farmer, cooper, blacksmithing, and weaving 
to find a niche in many areas of enterprise 
and government service. 

The Blattenberger family is proud to note 
the family members who have made special 
contributions to the country in a variety of 
ways such as a movie actress in the thirties 
and forties, as head of the Government Print
ing Office and as a Commissioner of the SEC. 
With no less pride we note the family mem
bers who worked on the Manhatten Project 
and the first lunar land rover. 

Today members of the family have a variety 
of professions; doctors and nurses, college 
professors and school teachers, lawyer, legal 
assistant, computer consultant, chemical engi
neer, truck driver, cabinet maker, electrical 
contracting, minister, farmer-in Iowa, dairy 
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farming, orchard owner, gristmill operator, 
radio personality, accountant, poultry process
ing, small business owner, soldier, author, in
ventor, student, mother, father, and patriot. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to personally con
gratulate the Blattenberger family on this mon
umental occasion. One can be proud of the 
rich history and strong heritage that these 
families are celebrating. Happy 250th anniver
sary to the Blattenberger family. 

EDWARDS' STATEMENT WELCOM
ING PARTICIPANTS TO THE NA
TIONAL CONFERENCE ON CRIMES 
AGAINST CHILDREN 

HON. CHET EDWARDS 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. EDWARDS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
today I welcome the participants of the Na
tional Conference on Crimes Against Children. 
Law enforcement personnel from across the 
country will be in Washington today and to
morrow to exchange techniques and tactics 
needed to protect our children from a whole 
host of crimes and abuses. 

Included in the list of participants are four 
police officers from my 11th Congressional 
District in Texas. From the Killeen Police De
partment are A.C. Ford, Ricky Smith, Kathy 
Stringer, and Sgt. Rose Longwell. 

Many dangers face our children today
drugs, sexual abuse, child pornography, and a 
variety of violent crimes. The figures are there 
to prove just how serious a problem crime 
against our children has become in this coun
try. An example: According to 1991 Justice 
Department figures, 1 in 6 youths from the 
ages of 12 to 15 were victims of a rape, rob
bery, assault, or other personal crime. These 
young teens have the third highest rate of 
crimes committed against them in this country. 

Children are our Nation's future. We must 
take action to stem the violence that they are 
increasingly exposed to in their schools and 
on the streets, from the largest city to the 
smallest town. I applaud the participants of the 
conference for their work to stop the crime 
and to stop the violence and abuse that our 
children face every day. 

TRIBUTE TO TAIWAN 

HON. DAN BURTON 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, as an 
economic power and a symbol of democracy, 
Taiwan deserve's the world's respect and rec
ognition. Since 1949, the Republic of China on 
Taiwan has moved from an agricultural soci
ety, exporting bananas and sugar, to a major 
trading nation. Moreover, the 21 million people 
on Taiwan are prosperous and free. 

As a sign of growing respect for Taiwan, 
many international organizations have wel
comed Taiwan as a member. Taiwan is now 
a member of the Asian Development Ba~k. 
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the Pacific Economic Council, and the Asia 
Pacific Economic Cooperation forum, as well 
as the International and Asian Olympic Asso
ciation. In addition, Taiwan's application to join 
GA TI is headed toward success. 

Since the Republic of China withdrew from 
the United Nations in 1971, times and cir
cumstances have changed dramatically. Tai
wan today is vastly different from what it was 
22 years ago. A nation such as the Republic 
of China, which has achieved economic suc
cess and political freedom entirely on her own, 
needs to be commended by all nations. In rec
ognition of these great achievements, I believe 
that the Republic of China on Taiwan should 
be awarded membership in the United Na
tions. 

IN RECOGNITION OF LLOYD OLSON 

HON. IARRY COMB~T 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

pay tribute to an outstanding man from my 
home State of Texas, Mr. Lloyd Olson. Mr. 
Olson retired as general manager of Cattle . 
Town, Inc. on August 31, 1993, after 20 years 
of dedicated service. 

Mr. Olson, a pioneer in the cattle feeding in
dustry, has been associated with the cattle in
dustry in Hereford, TX, for the past 30 years. 
As an active member in both the National 
Gattlemen's Association and the Texas Cattle 
Feeders Association, he has also served on 
numerous committees. He has generously 
given of his time and talents to improve the 
cattle industry. 

His hands on approach and tireless efforts 
throughout the years have contributed to Cat
tle Town, lnc.'s great success. Since his arriv
al in October 1973, Cattle Town, Inc. has dou
bled in size. Serving in every facet of the op
eration, Mr. Olson is very knowledgeable and 
well respected by his peers. 

Mr. Speaker, it is an honor for me to recog
nize such an involved and devoted citizen of 
west Texas who is so committed to the cattle 
industry. I am certain Mr. Olson will continue 
to give of his time and energy to the commu
nity. I salute him for his many dedicated years 
of service to his profession. 

HISPANIC HERITAGE MONTH 
CELEBRATED 

HON. RONAID D. COLEMAN 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 
Mr. COLEMAN. Mr. Speaker, this country 

has often been called a nation of many na
tions. Our national identity is, in fact, a mosaic 
of contributions from virtually every nationality 
and ethnic group in the world. Hispanic-Ameri
cans in this country make up a vital part of 
that mosaic. 

During Hispanic Heritage Month, celebrated 
each year September 15 through October 15, 
Americans of all backgrounds will have the op
portunity to reflect on the contributions of His
panic-Americans which have immeasurably 
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enriched the civic, social, cultural, and com
mercial institutions of our Nation. This tradition 
of honoring the contributions of Latinos dates 
back to 1968 when President Lyndon Johnson 
first established the first celebration. In this 
spirit, I am honored to join my colleagues in 
celebration of Hispanic Heritage Month. 

There is an endless honor roll of Hispanic
Americans: Inspiring leaders like the late civil 
rights pioneer Cesar Chavez; dynamic edu
cators like Jaime Escalante and the late 
Tomas Rivera; fantastic entertainers like Glo
ria Estefan and Linda Ronstadt; powerful ac
tors like Edward James Olmos and Andy Gar
cia; internationally acclaimed artists like the 
late Rudy Montoya and Amado Pena; superb 
athletes like Bobby Bonilla and Rick Aguilera; 
legal crusaders like Vilma Martinez and Anto
nia Hernandez; and political activists like the 
late Willie Hernandez, Secretary of Housing, 
Henry Cisneros, and Secretary of Transpor
tation, Federico Pena, are two leaders with 
outstanding backgrounds who are lending their 
expertise to the Clinton administration. 

But those who lead on the national stage 
are not alone. They are joined by local com
munity and neighborhood activists in cities 
across the Nation. In the 16th Congressional 
District of Texas, our leaders and neighbors 
include Representative Paul Moreno, dean of 
the state legislative delegation; County Judge 
Alicia Chacon, Chair of the Mexican American 
Legal Defense and Education Fund; Juan 
Aranda, labor leader; Rosa Guerrero, cultural 
ambassador; Judge Albert Armendariz, con
stitutional rights pioneer; Ambassador Ray
mond Telles, diplomat; Lucy Acosta, civic ac
tivist; Maria Elena Flood, health educator; 
Pete Duarte, hospital administrator; and Hec
tor Holguin, business leader. These individuals 
are dedicated to the betterment of our commu
nity in El Paso and Hispanics across the coun
try. 

Mr. Speaker, it is important to remember 
that Hispanic Heritage Month is celebrated by 
Hispanics of different descents. Sadly, how
ever, many Hispanics suffer from problems 
such as high poverty, high illiteracy and edu
cational droi:rcut rates, above average unem
ployment rates and low levels of health insur
ance coverage. It is important to address 
these problems because Hispanic-Americans 
are the fastest growing minority group in this 
country. So as we celebrate Hispanic Heritage 
Month, let us work toward solutions of these 
problems and enhance the quality of life for 
Hispanics and all Americans. 

ST. ANDREW'S PRE-SCHOOL'S 20TH 
ANNIVERSARY 

HON. KAREN L 1HURMAN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to acknowledge the 20th anniversary of the 
founding of St. Andrew's Pre-School of Spring 
Hill, FL. 

In 1973, 2 years after St. Andrew's Epis
copal Church was established in Spring Hill, 
the first pre-school in the community was 
founded. Twenty years later, on September 
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25, 1993, alumni, current students, staff, par
ents, parishioners, and friends will celebrate 
this event with a joyous party. It is their hope 
and prayer to have a grand first-time reunion. 

The pre-school meets in Friendship Hall off 
Founder Road, Monday through Friday each 
week 9 a.m. to noon. Mrs. Robert (Geri) An
derson is the director being ably assisted by 
Mary Seaman and Lisa Perrone. Much credit 
for the founding goes to Roz Bennett, wife of 
the then vicar of St. Andrew's, the Reverend 
Ernest L. Bennett. The staff through the years 
has been the stable and effective vehicle of 
success. 

There have been many young parents who 
entrusted their children to this Pre-K3 and K4 
education style offered by St. Andrew's of 
Spring Hill. Without the spirit of cooperation 
and willingness of many people, the success 
level reached would not have been possible. 
As they celebrate this 20th anniversary, their 
aspirations for the future are as bold and 
imaginative as those held by their founders. 
They welcome the opportunity to observe this 
historical moment on Saturday the 25th of 
September as Hernando County marks its 
150th anniversary. 

THE CHILD SEXUAL ABUSE 
PREVENTION ACT 

HON. THOMAS J. BULEY, JR. 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 
Mr. BULEY. Mr. Speaker, the sexual exploi

tation of children through prostitution and por
nography is a problem that increasingly 
crosses international borders. The worldwide 
trade in child prostitutes is fueled by money 
from the United States and other industrialized 
nations. It is time we pulled the financial plug 
on the pimps and pornographers who prey on 
children worldwide. 

That is why I am pleased to be an original 
cosponsor of H.R. 2872, a comprehensive 
anticrime package that includes the Child Sex
ual Abuse Prevention Act-a bill to put an end 
to U.S. involvement in the international traffick
ing in sexually abused children and to 
strengthen State and local law enforcement ef
forts to combat the sexual exploitation of chil
dren. 

The United States is the world's most lucra
tive consumer market for child pornography. 
According to Defense for Children Inter
national, child pornography is at least a $2.5 
billion a year industry involving millions of chil
dren around the globe. 

The child pornography market, however, is 
part of a larger world of international trafficking 
in child prostitutes. Recently, Time magazine 
ran a cover story describing the international 
scope of the sexual exploitation of women and 
children. It described in detail how prostitution 
and child pornography have become "a global 
growth industry debasing the women and chil
dren of the world." Their report described the 
kidnapping, rape, and extortion practiced 
against young women and children as part of 
the international prostitution market. In the 
United States alone, it is estimated that there 
are between 90,000 and 300,000 prostitutes 
under the age of 18 years. 
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Mr. Speaker, the Child Sexual Abuse Pre

vention Act is simple. The bill extends the 
reach of current Federal child pornography 
statutes to include persons outside of the Unit
ed States who produce or traffic in child por
nography ultimately destined for our shores. 
The bill also amends existing law to prohibit 
travel in foreign commerce for the purpose of 
sexually abusing a child. 

The Child Sexual Abuse Prevention Act also 
strengthens State and local enforcement ef
forts to prevent the sexual exploitation of chil
dren. It requires, as a condition of receiving 
Federal funding, that States enact legislation, 
in accordance with guidelines established by 
the Attorney General, to establish or strength
en prohibitions against the production, distribu
tion, and possession of child pornography. 

Mr. Speaker, the provisions contained in 
H.R. 2872 are of vital importance in a wide va
riety of areas. There are many good reasons 
to favor the bill. One of those reasons is that 
it takes a tough approach on the problem of 
international trafficking in sexually exploited 
women and children. I urge the House to 
move quickly on this legislation. 

SALUTE TO JUDGE RALPH 
KELLEY 

HON. JAMF.S H. (JIMMY) QUillEN 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to express 
my great admiration and my sincere affection 
for my former colleague in the Tennessee 
House of Representatives, the Honorable 
Ralph H. Kelley, who is soon to retire his posi
tion as the Chief U.S. Bankruptcy Judge for 
the Eastern District of Tennessee after 25 
years of meritorious service. 

Although only a handful of my colleagues 
would remember, Ralph began his Govern
ment service as a page here in the House 
from 1941 to 1946. After serving in the Army 
Air Corps, he attended the University of 
Tennsessee and Vanderbilt Law School. After 
engaging in private law practice in his home 
town of Chattanooga, Ralph was chosen as 
the assistant attorney general of Hamilton 
County, TN, and 2 years later was elected to 
the State house. 

At the time, I was the minority leader in the 
Tennessee House, and I got to know Ralph 
quite well. I found him to be an honest and 
dedicated representative of the people who 
sent him there, as well as a true friend. After 
only one term in the State house, Ralph was 
elected mayor of Chattanooga, where he 
served for 6 years with distinction. 

In 1969, Ralph Kelley was selected to be 
the Chief U.S. Bankruptcy Judge for the East
ern District of Tennessee. Adjudicating bank
ruptcy claims is a difficult process which re
quires both compassion and common sense, 
and he has shown that he possesses these 
qualities in abundance throughout his out
standing tenure on the bench. In addition, 
whenever I or other Members of Congress 
needed information on these proceedings or 
other judicial issues, Judge Kelley was always 
there to give the benefit of his expertise. 
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During his career on the bench, Judge 

Kelley was also a leader in the professional 
organizations of his field. He has been active 
in the Judicial Conference of the United 
States, the National Conference of Bankruptcy 
Clerks, the American Bankruptcy Institute, bar 
associations at every level, and others too nu
merous to add. He was also honored by his 
peers by being selected as the president of 
the National Conference of Bankruptcy Judges 
in 1985. 

My friend's retirement fills me with mixed 
emotions. I am glad that he will have more 
time to spend with his wife Barbara Ann and 
his children, as well as the time to accomplish 
the things he never got around to while he 
was dedicating his time to public service. 
However, the Federal judiciary will sorely miss 
his expertise. Fortunately, he has agreed to 
accept senior status on his court, so that his 
peers will not be deprived of the benefit of his 
counsel from time to time. 

It has been my privilege to know Judge 
Ralph Kelley for nearly 40 years, and through
out that time, I have valued our friendship 
dearly. Although the retirement of an honor
able public servant leaves us all the poorer, I 
know that he can look back at his career and 
see little that he could have done better. I sa
lute his accomplishments, I appreciate what 
he has done for his country, and I thank him 
for his friendship. 

IN RECOGNITION OF TANYA 
WITMAN 

HON. THOMAS H. ANDREWS 
OF MAINE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday , September 21, 1993 

Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. Mr. Speaker, it 
gives me great pleasure to rise today and re
port that Tanya Witman of Portland, ME is one 
of this year's winners in the Voice of America 
Scriptwriting Competition and Scholarship Pro
gram, which is sponsored each year by the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars. 

Tanya's essay is poignant; it reminds all of 
us that it is our responsibility, our duty, to 
stand up tall and speak for those in our coun
try who cannot be heard. Tanya reinforces the 
concept that all American citizens should not 
only observe the world around them, but that 
we should take an active part in shaping that 
world for the better. 

I commend Tanya for her ability to convey 
these tenets of American democracy in both a 
compassionate and stirring fashion. 

I hereby request that Tanya's essay be 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, so that 
others may enjoy her writing. 

MY VOICE IN AMERICA'S FUTURE 
(By Tanya Witman) 

My voice in America's future is strong and 
clear. I can hear it above the discontented 
murmur of many. Though to some the future 
holds uncertainty, to me it is bright. I see a 
new day ahead and my voice speaks out in 
hopefulness for what lies before me. 

My voice will serve to continue the healing 
process that has already begun. I can encour
age those who are uneducated to learn. I can 
support those who are trying to better their 
situations. I can console those who feel they 
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have failed. I can tell myself that the time is FIFTY IS Too MANY SECOND CHANCES 
right to stop speaking and start listening Although some investigators dispute the 
and doing. boy's culpability, one of the suspects in the 

The key to the world is fashioned from killing of a British tourist in Florida is a 13-
knowledge. Knowledge breaks down barriers year-old boy who has been arrested 56 times. 
and builds foundations for new ties. The That statement, with no further elabo
more one knows, the more one can intuit and ration, could be a nation's epitaph. Society 
impart to others. While minds may think dif- must find a way to quit populating the 
ferently, words can capture thoughts and streets with young, quasi-human killing ma
harness them for use. My thoughts will form chines. Otherwise, America's slide toward 
the connection: my words will make the con- savagery will continue until virtually no one 
nection: my voice will be the connection. . is safe. 

My voice will not only be used to speak. I How many other ticking time bombs are 
will shout when people refuse to listen. I will out there-not only along the Florida free
shout for the homeless man in the street ways but also in New York and Washington, 
whose words have been ignored, for the sick along Interstate 80 in Illinois, and on the 
and the aged if their voices are too weak, streets of Omaha, Lincoln and the smaller 
and for the children who have not yet Midlands communities? 
learned how to speak. No one knows. The battle is being lost. Too 

I will sing to those who have heard too many kids are being raised by other kids, or 
much horror. I will soothe their ears and by television sets, without ever learning 
hearts and minds so that they can listen honor, responsibility, kindness. They grow 
once again. I will sing to the babies without up on the streets where satisfying one's ego 
homes, coax them to sleep so they can wake and one's appetites is the reason for living, 
up to a bright new day. no matter who has to be hurt. 

I will cry out when there is pain from push- And when they get into trouble, they enter 
ing so hard against a seemingly indestruct- a world of social engineers who, fixated on 
ible wall. I will weep for struggle and failure, "process," excuse these kids and try to pre
lament the futility of death. My cries will be tend that with a little understanding they 
heard by those who can do something to end will become responsible citizens. So even 
the pain. then, there is no opportunity to learn that 

I will cheer when there is victory and ac- actions have consequences, that right is 
complishment. My voice will resound joy- right and wrong is wrong. 
ously at the dawn, at a birth, at the realiza- Yes, a second chance sometimes helps a 
tion of love. It will inspire joy in others and person rehabilitate himself. But a 10th 
lift their hearts along with mine. chance? A 25th chance? The kid in Florida 

But I will not whisper or calm my tone. A has had more than 50 chances. At what point 
stifled emotion is an injustice to the world. did his probation officers and counselors plan 

Freedom of speech is a right that is often to pull the plug on his budding criminal ca
taken for granted and underrated. Many of reer? At 100 arrests? 200? 
those who have the greatest effect on their It shouldn't require a Ph.D to figure out 
world have been great orators as well as peo- that sooner rather than later, some punks 
ple of action. Abraham Lincoln, Martin Lu- simply have to be put away until they get 
ther King. Eleanor Roosevelt , Susan B. An- the message. 
thony: all of these Americans spoke elo- Hunters of human prey, such as the killers 
quently of their ideas. People listened and of the British tourist, don ' t need commu
agreed. History was made. nity-based programs and revolving door de-

1 will use my eyes to see what can be done tention centers. Governments need to quit 
to further help Americans, my people. I will excusing violent, amoral criminals. The 
use my ears to listen to ideas on how to help courts must have the authority to treat 
America, my country. I will use my voice to them as the menace that they are. If that re
communicate to others how to help America, quires more prisons, as opposed to group 
my home. homes, so be it. Certainly it means standing 

My voice is the voice of America. My voice up to the ridiculous notion that the Second 
is the voice of change. Amendment gives kids the right to arm 

themselves with Saturday night specials and 

FIFTY-SIX ARRESTS FOR FLORIDA 
BOY: MURDER SUSPECT 

HON. DOUG BEREUTER 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, the following 
editorial enunciates very well the tragic story 
of the 13-year-old Florida boy with a record of 
56 arrests who is being held as a suspect in 
the murder of a British tourist in that State. 
This Member invites his colleagues' attention, 
especially members of the Florida delegation, 
to what would appear to be obvious inadequa
cies in Florida's criminal law or in the function
ing of its judicial system. This Member would 
emphasize an understanding that all States 
have their inadequacies, but this tragic inci
dent in Florida certainly points rather obviously 
to outrageously severe problems or inadequa
cies in the criminal justice system of Florida 
that ought to be receiving prompt attention by 
Florida's State officials. 

AK-47s. 
These aren't " kids" in any traditional 

sense of the word. They are something dif
ferent, something few previous generations 
have had to deal with. So far , society has 
failed to deal with the problem. And because 
of its failure, too many people have died. 

EXPANDING THE SCOPE OF SERV
ICES PROVIDED BY VET CEN
TERS 

HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, 

rise today to introduce a bill which authorizes 
the VA to provide preventive health care, pre
admission testing, and referral services at vet 
centers. These services would be available to 
those veterans eligible for readjustment coun
seling and medical services. 

As my colleagues may know, vet centers 
are often located in urban areas or in locations 
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a great distance from VA medical centers. 
These facilities currently provide counseling 
and readjustment services to veterans of the 
Vietnam era or those who served in the con
flict zones of Lebanon, Grenada, Panama or 
the Persian Gulf. 

Mr. Speaker, it would be a great conven
ience to veterans to have access to some 
medical services at the vet center since many 
veterans, especially in urban areas, do not 
have their own transportation. Traveling to VA 
medical centers for simple tests for 
preadmission screening is burdensome. The 
availability of these services in vet centers 
would greatly reduce their aggravation. At the 
same time, placing medical teams in the vet 
centers helps move the VA in the direction of 
preventive and ambulatory care, which we ex
pect the VA to ultimately focus upon. 

While the VA already is experimenting with 
placing medical screening clinics in existing 
vet centers, it is still a very limited experiment. 
However, both the VA and veterans have 
been pleased with the results. 

In my home State of New Jersey, the VA 
has operated a health screening clinic in the 
Linwood Vet Center for the past 7 years. It 
seems to me that this concept has indeed 
proven itself and the time has come to imple
ment the policy on a broader basis. 

The Linwood Vet Center presently provides 
limited medical services in connection with the 
Wilmington VA Medical Center. The medical 
team is located in an office next to the vet 
center and both entities ref er veterans to each 
other for treatment or counseling. The results 
have been very favorable and I hope it can be 
applied elsewhere in the Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, my bill would provide the VA 
with the express legal authority to expand the 
screening clinic concept. It would be a clear 
expansion of services provided by vet centers 
and provide what is obviously a needed serv
ice. However, this bill takes incremental ap
proach toward the goal of accessible, decen
tralized health care. Vet centers need time to 
incorporate this expanded mission while pre
serving its primary mission of readjustment 
counseling. Therefore, I have limited eligibility 
to those veterans who are currently eligible for 
treatment at vet centers. At a later date we 
certainly could consider expanding eligibility to 
all veterans. 

Earlier this year, I visited the Trenton Vet 
Center. I believe that facility would be an ideal 
location for conducting screening and 
preadmission testing on veterans rather than 
traveling to a VAMC. Hopefully, through this 
legislation, the VA will act and put this concept 
into action in Trenton and other worthy loca
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that Chairman 
Rov ROWLAND has placed this bill on the hear
ing agenda for the Hospitals and Health Care 
Subcommittee. I will be working to move this 
bill to the floor and urge my colleagues to co
sponsor this measure. With continued biparti
san support, we can expand the services 
available to all veterans. 
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IN CELEBRATION OF THE CENTEN
NIAL ANNIVERSARY OF 
SVOBODA, THE OFFICIAL NEWS
PAPER OF THE UKRAINIAN NA
TIONAL ASSOCIATION 

HON. ROBERT MENENDFZ 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to pay tribute to Svoboda, the official news
paper of the Ukrainian National Association. 
Svoboda, which means liberty in Ukrainian, 
has for the last 1 00 years provided news 
about the United States, the Ukraine, and the 
world to hundreds of thousands of Ukrainian 
immigrants in their native language. Svoboda 
has been an empowering force within the 
Ukrainian-American community, laying cultural, 
social, and educational foundations. 

In its celebrated 100 years of history, 
Svoboda has served as a vital channel of in
formation between the Ukraine and the rest of 
the world, particularly regarding the Ukraine's 
struggle for independence. Svoboda · provided 
essential information to the West about the 
famine imposed by Soviet dictator Joseph Sta
lin in the 1930's, the arrests of human rights 
activists in the 1970's and 1980's, and the cul
mination of the struggle for independence in 
1990 and 1991. 

We take this opportunity to commemorate 
the advent of Ukrainian independence. 
Svoboda, with its high standards of journalistic 
excellence and professionalism, now covers a 
new panorama of topics which are shaping the 
future of the Ukrainian nation. Although her 
struggle for independence has been won, the 
Ukraine continues to grapple with challenging 
issues that affect its domestic situation and 
international relations. As the Ukraine strug
gles to reshape its future, I am confident that 
the Svoboda will enjoy continued success in 
the next hundred years. 

Mr. Speaker, I know that my colleagues join 
me in commemorating the centennial anniver
sary of the Ukrainian National Association's 
outstanding official newspaper, Svoboda. 

THE REPUBLIC OF CHINA'S 82D 
ANNIVERSARY AND THE UNITED 
NATIONS 

HON. ROBERT F. (BOB) SMITH 
OF OREGON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, con
gratulations to President Lee T eng-hui and 
Foreign Minister Fredrick Chien of the Repub
lic of China on Taiwan as they celebrate the 
Tenth of October, the 82d anniversary of the 
founding of their nation. I wish Taiwan the 
best of luck in all its future endeavors and es
pecially in its bid to re-enter the United Na
tions. Taiwan richly deserves U.N. member
ship. 

Throughout its history, the Republic of 
China on Taiwan has been playing an active 
international role, despite its lack of U.N. 
membership. In the early 1970's, the Republic 
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of China was active in the International Mone
tary Fund [IMF], the World Bank, the Asian 
Development Bank, and the International 
Council of Scientific Unions. Also, the ROG 
has stepped up its technical aid to needy 
countries, a program which the ROG started in 
the 1950's. At the moment, the ROG has more 
than 43 teams of technical experts working in 
31 countries. In addition, to increase its over
seas aid programs, the ROG has established 
a $1.2 billion International Economic Coopera
tion and Development Fund to help developing 
countries promote economic and industrial 
growth. Already, more than $250 million has 
been given to Panama, Cost Rica, and the 
Philippines and additional funds will be made 
available for projects in the Pacific, Latin 
America, Eastern Europe, and Africa. By 
1995, the ROG expects to spend $400 million 
a year on foreign aid, roughly a quarter of 1 
percent of its GNP. 

There is no question that the ROG is com
mitted to playing an even larger international 
role, it allowed to participate in the U.N. I be
lieve that now is the time for all nations to look 
at the Republic of China's contributions of 
international aid and I believe that the Repub
lic of China on Taiwan deserves to be invited 
back to the United Nations. 

THE IMMIGRATION AND NATU
RALIZATION SERVICE [INS] RE
FORM ACT 

HON. SUSAN MOLINARI 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 
Ms. MOLINARI. Mr. Speaker, today I am in

troducing the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service [INS] Reform Act of 1993. The ex
perts, special commissions, and many of the 
men and women of the INS agree, we need 
to reform the INS and make our immigration 
laws work. 

According to the General Accounting Office: 
Strong leadership and management re

forms are needed to address serious prob
lems. 

This report goes on further to say: 
* * * the agency has degenerated into a 

group of segmented autonomous programs, 
each trying to handle its own set of problems 
with little attention given to their inter
relatedness. Without coherent overall direc
tion and basic management reforms, the or
ganization has been unable to effectively ad
dress changing enforcement responsibilities 
and longstanding service delivery problems. 

Based on a very successful INS pilot pro
gram there is a proven solution. The 1988 
Anti-Drug Abuse Act required that a pilot 
project, which is still in existence today, con
duct and test a better enforcement structure. A 
comprehensive review of that project was un
dertaken and the U.S. Department of Justice 
issued its findings in August 1992. It con
cluded that the pilot project worked and it is 
time to see that the lessons learned from this 
program are implemented. 

The legislation I am introducing today will 
implement the recommendations of the suc
cessful pilot programs established by Con
gress. The changes recommended are organi
zational in nature and streamline the agency 
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to better meet the enforcement demands of 
the INS. 

My bill will separate law enforcement offi
cials from other agency personnel and func
tions. It allows them to pursue their charge of 
apprehending illegal aliens and stopping illegal 
activities. It establishes in each region a chief 
of enforcement operations who reports directly 
to Washington and oversees a chief patrol 
agent, a special agent in charge of investiga
tions, and a deportation officer in charge. This 
ensures the INS will maintain consistent serv
ice and enforcement postures throughout the 
United States by actually carrying out the im
plementation of the Nation's immigration pol
icy. 

Mr. Speaker, these changes are consistent 
with the same enforcement management 
structures now being used by all other national 
law enforcement agencies. I ask that my col
leagues take a close look at my legislation 
and lend their support. This bill has the sup
port of many of the experts, it will make a dif
ference and it is reform that has been tested 
and proven to work. 

MOROCCO WALKS A TIGHTROPE 
ON DIPLOMA TIC TIES TO ISRAEL 

HON. HARRY JOHNSTON 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida. Mr. Sp~aker, I 
had the privilege of meeting with King Hassan 
II of Morocco in June to discuss the Middle 
East peace process. At that time 3 months 
ago, I was encouraged by the King's commit
ment to playing a positive role in bringing 
peace to the region. Today I rise to recognize 
the significant contribution he and his nation 
have made toward the historic breakthrough 
we witnessed in Washington last week. 

King Hassan II has long played a unique 
role in the Middle East, mediating among the 
Israelis and Arabs as well as among fellow 
Arab states. He played a key role in arranging 
the historic visit of Egyptian President Anwar 
Sadat to Israel in 1977. 

The visit of Yitzhak Rabin of Israel to Mo
rocco on the day after. the signing of the dec
laration of principles with the PLO was the first 
official visit by an Israeli Prime Minister to an 
Arab nation other than Egypt. Prime Minister 
Rabin said, "I have come * * * to thank His 
Majesty for all that he has undertaken and for 
his personal initiative to facilitate peace in the 
Middle East." 

Mr. Speaker, Morocco deserves our thanks 
as well for its role in helping to bring about 
what we all hope will be a new era of peace 
and prosperity for the Middle East. I would like 
to include in the RECORD with my statement 
two articles from the New York Times describ
ing the historic visit of Prime Minister Rabin to 
Morocco and the history of Morocco's peace
making role in the Middle East. 
MOROCCO WALKS A TIGHTROPE ON DIPLOMATIC 

TIES TO ISRAEL 
(By Roger Cohen) 

RABAT, MOROCCO.-Having accorded de 
facto recognition to Israel by welcoming 
Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin to his sum-
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mer palace, King Hassan II of Morocco now 
faces a delicate problem: Should the two 
countries merely live together or has the 
time come to exchange rings? 

The King's choice on whether to establish 
diplomatic relations with Israel is crucially 
important because it will be a guide to the 
degree of political support Arab states are 
prepared to give Mr. Rabin in the bid for 
peace with the Palestine Liberation Organi
zation. But Westerners here believe the deci
sion for the King will be particularly dif
ficult , and therefore long pondered, because 
it involves a clash of personal instinct an 
pragmatic considerations. 

On the one hand, King Hassan, through his 
extraordinary gesture on Tuesday and quiet 
diplomacy before that, has already dem
onstrated that he believes Morocco has a 
special role to play in establishing bridges 
between Israel and the Arab world. 

TIES TO MOROCCAN JEWS 
Surrounded by several prominent Jewish 

advisers, acutely aware of the economic po
tential of a formal opening to a state where 
close to 500,000 Jews of Moroccan descent 
live, proud of his dynasty's history of protec
tion of the Jews, and eager to cap his past 
peacemaking efforts through a pioneering 
role in the reinforcement of this week's 
peace accords, the King is widely believed to 
be personally enthusiastic about diplomatic 
recognition of Israel. 

Moreover, he has shown that he is pre
pared, on occasion, to go out on a limb, earn
ing the pique and even outright denunciation 
of other Arab leaders. One interpretation 
here of his invitation to Mr. Rabin is that 
King Hassan was trying to upstage King Hus
sein of Jordan, for whom he is known to bear 
little affection. Jordan's peace plans with Is
rael were announced in Washing ton on the 
same day as Mr. Rabin's visit. 

"The King likes a grand gesture and would 
probably be happy to gain the kudos of being 
the first Arab state after Egypt to establish 
diplomatic ties with Israel ," said one West
erner. " It's hard to imagine any other Arab 
country leading the way." 

BOLDNESS HAS ITS LIMITS 
On the other hand, King Hassan, a man 

who has survived two assassination attempts 
in the 1970's and is known as an astute politi
cian, is very much aware that, as one West
ern diplomat put it, "too many dramatic 
gestures can be dangerous." 

By all accounts, the invitation to Mr. 
Rabin was prepared in the utmost secrecy. 
The French Ambassador here dined with the 
Moroccan Foreign Minister, Abdellatif 
Filali, the night before Mr. Filali abruptly 
left for Washington to attend the signing of 
the peace accords. But the minister gave no 
hint of his plans. American diplomats here 
were simply in the dark, alerted only at the 
last minute of Mr. Rabin's impending arriv
al. 

Thus, King Hassan, having acted on a dis
creet personal initiative, clearly has a lot of 
explaining to do with other Arab leaders. It 
appears certain that he will want to consult 
at length with them- particularly with other 
moderate leaders in the gulf area-before 
making his decision on diplomatic ties with 
Israel. 

"This process of consultation will take 
some time, and is one reason I'm convinced 
that formal recognition of Israel is still some 
months off," said one Western European dip- · 
lomat. 

DOMESTIC POLITICAL FACTORS 
King Hassan also has to move with some 

circumspection with respect to his own coun-
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try. Although his hold on power is extremely 
secure , bolstered by a stranglehold on infor
mation reflected in the fact that every Mo
roccan newspaper today trumpeted the mon
arch's role as " a pioneer of the Washington 
peace," the King is acutely sensitive to the 
strong Islamic militant movement in neigh
boring Algeria. He does not want to give any 
unnecessary fuel to the small currents of 
such sentiment in Morocco. 

Arab nationalists have also been gaining 
some ground, and a rapid establishment of 
diplomatic ties with Israel , before the future 
of the Israeli-Palestinian accords is clear, 
could boost their standing. 

All this suggested that some time may 
pass before the King grants the diplomatic 
recognition that his invitation so clearly 
seemed to presage. The Israeli Foreign Min
ister, Shimon Peres, appeared to show an ap
preciation of the difficulties on Tuesday 
when he said that, "There must be a certain 
gradual approach in this development." 

This public Israeli patience may in part 
have been motivated by Israeli awareness 
that if it wants King Hassan to act as an 
intermediary in getting conservative Arab 
states politically and financially behind the 
Palestinian accord, then Israel cannot also 
ask him to ruin his relations with these 
countries through a capricious act of diplo
matic recognition. 

RABIN MEETS HASSAN, REPORTING STEP 
TOWARD TIES 

(By Roger Cohen) 
CASABLANCA, MOROCCO.-Pushing quickly 

to build Israel's peace agreement with the 
P.L.O. into a new relationship with Arab 
countries, Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin 
held talks today with King Hassan II of Mo
rocco and described them as " a step toward 
diplomatic relations." 

" The surprise visit to Morocco, a one-day 
layover on Mr. Rabin's return to Jerusalem 
from Washington, underscored the Israeli 
Government's determination to obtain the 
support of moderate Arab nations for the 
plan for Palestinian self-rule in the Gaza 
Strip and the West Bank town of Jericho. It 
also signaled Israel's conviction that the 
way should now be open for the rapid estab
lishment of diplomatic ties between Israel 
and Arab countries. 

Mr. Rabin's meeting in Morocco-the first 
official visit by an Israeli Prime Minister to 
an Arab nation other than Egypt-also d,:;m
onstrated the change that has suddenly come 
over Middle East politics. 

The last time Mr. Rabin came here, in 1976, 
for secret talks with King Hassan, he was 
disguised in a shaggy wig, moustache and 
fake glasses. Today, in what amounted to a 
diplomatic coup revealing the potential ben
efits of reaching for peace with the P.L.O., 
he was received with pomp at the King's 
summer palace at Skhirat, near Rabat, and 
heard greetings in Herbrew from the King of 
the Jewish New Year, which begins at sun
down Wednesday. 

" PROMISING THINGS" 
" I have heard very warm and promising 

things about the future." Mr. Rabin said 
after his meeting with the King. Earlier, on 
his arrival in the Moroccan capital, the Is
raeli Prime Minister said " We hope and be
lieve that it is possible to expand the net
work of Israel's relations with Arab coun
tries and the Arab world." 

Morocco was a natural starting point for 
Mr. Rabin in his drive to get moderate Arab 
countries politically and financially commit
ted to. the Palestinian accord. 
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King Hassan has long played a discreet role 

in Middle East negotiations, helping arrange 
Anwar el-Sadat's historic visit to Jerusalem 
in 1977 and meeting secretly with both Mr. 
Rabin and Foreign Minister Shimon Peres of 
Israel when other Arab nations would have 
nothing to do with them. 

Gaining the support of moderate Arab 
countries for the peace accord is regarded by 
diplomatic officials as essential for Mr. 
Rabin in order to bolster support at home, 
where opinion is divided on the agreement 
with the P.L.O. and a parliamentary debate 
on the issue is scheduled next week. More
over, the oil-producing Persian Gulf nations 
could give crucial financial support for Pal
estinian self-rule in Gaza and Jericho. 

However, rumors that diplomatic relations 
between Morocco and Israel would be an
nounced today proved untrue. "There is a be
ginning of openness," Mr. Rabin said. "But 
these things cannot all happen at once. We 
have made a step toward diplomatic rela
tions." 

King Hassan said in a brief statement that 
the agreement between Israel and the P.L.O. 
was " a step toward a better future ." 

Western diplomats suggested that the King 
could not be too effusive because the accords 
signed Monday in Washington did not ad
dress the status of Jerusalem. As the head of 
the Jerusalem Committee of the Organiza
tion of the Islamic Conference, a group of 45 
Arab countries and the P .L.O., the Moroccan 
King has a special responsibility in pressing 
Arab claims to the eastern half of the city 
that Israel seized from Jordan in the 1967 
Middle East war. 

At his news conference, Mr. Rabin said his 
discussions with the King had focused on 
means to reinforce and support the Palestin
ian agreement. "We discussed in detail what 
will be needed to implement the agreement, 
what the obstacles are, what the security 
problems are among Palestinians and be
tween Israelis and Palestinians," he said. 

The Israeli Prime Minister portrayed the 
situation in Gaza as dramatic, and said the 
750,000 Palestinians living there needed 
money to develop schools, roads and other 
essential installations. 

"Without money to assist the Palestinians, 
the whole accord could suffer," he said. 
"Why could the oil-producing Arab countries 
of the Arabian Peninsula not contribute? 
What is providing $300 million to them?" 

There were about 275,000 Jews in Morocco 
when the country gained independence in 
1956, but most have emigrated to Israel, 
France and elsewhere. An estimated 8,000 
Jews remain in Morocco, where they have 
generally been treated with tolerance . 

Today, in a show of appreciation for Mo
rocco's historically tolerant treatment of 
Jews, Mr. Rabin laid a wreath on the grave 
of King Hassan's father, Mohammed V. who 
protected the country's Jews during the Nazi 
invasion of North Africa. 

NAFTA WILL MEAN JOBS FOR 
ILLINOIS 

HON. ROBERT H. MICHEL 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, SeP_tember 21, 1993 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, my hometown of 
Peoria is seen by many people as a typical 
U.S. city. "Will it play in Peoria?" is a question 
that pundits and others-including myself
often ask themselves. 
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Caterpii'lar is Peoria's home grown industry. 
The reputation that Cat enjoys across the 
world reflects well not only on Peoria but on 
America as well. Instead of shying away from 
competitiveness or hiding behind protectionist 
rhetoric, Cat welcomes the challenge of break
ing into new markets. NAFT A will increase 
revenues, create jobs, and enhance exports 
for Caterpillar. For those reasons, NAFTA 
plays well in Peoria. 

I submit for the RECORD an article that ap
peared in the New York Times today, entitled 
"Caterpillar Sees Free-Trade Boon." I encour
age all of my colleagues to read this article 
and see how NAFT A will help the bottom line 
of a real American company. 

CATERPILLAR SEES FREE-TRADE BOON 

(By Barnaby J. Feder) 
PEORIA, Ill.-As the showdown nears in 

Washington over the fate of the North amer
ican Free Trade Agreement, it is no surprise 
that Caterpillar Inc. has been one of the 
strongest corporate voices in favor of the 
treaty. 

From its base in this small city in central 
Illinois, Caterpillar has grown into the larg
est construction equipment maker in the 
world. It derives more than half its sales 
from exports. And it has a reputation as a 
company that has never seen a free trade 
proposal it didn't like. 

The executives of Caterpillar sound like 
much of corporate America when they con
fidently echo the Government's claims about 
how beneficial NAFTA could be for the 
American economy. But they are even more 
enthusiastic when talking about how Cat
erpillar stands to benefit. 

In all, Caterpillar estimates that NAFTA 
could help it sell an additional 350 pieces of 
equipment like bulldozers, tractors, and 
backhoes in Mexico each year. That would 
add $45 million a year to its Mexican reve
nues, on top of the $200 million that it al
ready books. (Caterpillar reported $10.2 bil
lion in total revenues last year). 

That sales increase would be accomplished 
in two ways. First, Caterpillar is counting on 
NAFTA to stimulate the Mexican economy, 
which in turn should lift the demand for all 
construction equipment, expanding one of 
Caterpillar's fastest-growing markets even 
more. "Mexico needs infrastructure and that 
plays to our strength," said Timothy L. 
Elder, the director of government affairs for 
Caterpillar. 

In addition, rolling back the Mexican tar
iffs on American goods should allow Cat
erpillar to expand its market share in Mex
ico at the expense of Komatsu Ltd. , and 
other Asian and European importers who 
will still be subject to Mexican tariffs. 

Caterpillar said its exports to Mexico 
translates into jobs for 1,300 of its employees 
and 2,700 jobs for suppliers. But the compa
ny's executives conceded that actual em
ployment levels reflected a wide range of op
erating concerns and could not be pinpointed 
with any specificity to the level or mix of 
sales to Mexico. 

Over the long term, Caterpillar hopes 
Nafta will serve as a harbinger of lower trade 
barriers throughout Latin America. But the 
shorter term advantages alone are enough to 
convince the company that its interests are 
best served by the trade pact. 

As things stand now, Caterpillar tractors 
and bulldozers built across the Illinois River 
from here in East Peoria face a 10 percent 
tariff going into Mexico. The company's ma
rine engines, manufactured a few miles up 
the river in Mossville, Ill., must overcome a 
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15 percent tariff barrier, and its excavators, 
built outside Chicago in Aurora, Ill., face a 
20 percent tariff. Nafta would eliminate all 
those barriers immediately and phase out 
similar duties on other Caterpillar products 
in five to 10 years. 

MORE FLEXIBILITY 

Without those tariffs artificially inflating 
prices, Caterpillar had said it would have the 
flexibility to either roll back prices to build 
market share or keep prices where they were 
and enjoy fatter profit margins. Caterpillar 
executives said the decisions about whether 
to use its Nafta-based cost advantage to ex
pand the margins or to cut prices would be 
made on a product-by-product basis. 

Either way, Donald Fites, the chairman 
and chief executive of Caterpillar, said he be
lieved some Mexican customers were hoping 
the big equipment maker chose the former 
route. They have held back orders on the 
hope that Nafta would pass, allowing Cat
erpillar to give them a price break. 

Even without Nafta, sales of Caterpillar 
products to Mexico have surged since the Sa
linas Government began reducing tariffs and 
easing spending restrictions that had been 
imposed in the early 1980's to reduce the debt 
burden in Mexico. Caterpillar sold just 11 
machines to Mexico in 1983. Last year the 
total had jumped to 1,200. 

LOSS OF CONFIDENCE 

But if Nafta is defeated, the prospects for 
Caterpillar in Mexico are much less certain. 
" If Nafta fails to pass, I would expect the 
growth to slow if not go the other way," said 
Mr. Elder, explaining that the setback might 
cause some to lose confidence in the Mexican 
economy. 

Something Nafta will not do, Caterpillar 
executives said, is send American jobs to 
Mexico. To be sure, the treaty would also 
eliminate American tariffs ranging from 2.5 
percent to 4 percent on construction equip
ment made in Mexico, making manufactur
ing south of the border for export to the 
United States slightly cheaper than it is 
now. But Caterpillar argues that the elimi
nation of the far higher tariffs on exports to 
Mexico tilts the playing field further toward 
manufacturing its equipment in the United 
States. 

"If we had an incentive to move there . it 
would have been exercised already," Mr. 
Elder said. 

STRAINED UNION RELATIONS 

In fact, Caterpillar set up a manufacturing 
plant near Monterrey, Mexico, in the early 
1980's when Mexican import restrictions cut 
off most exports from Illinois. Employment 
there has actually declined to 1,200 workers 
from 1,700 as Mexico relaxed the restrictions. 
But a good portion of the decline was related 
to the transfer last year of the company's 
forklift operations to a venture with 
Mitsubishi rather than the greater efficiency 
of American production, Mr. Elder said. 

No amount of reassurance or lobbying is 
likely to generate support for the treaty 
among Caterpillar's unionized work force, 
which is represented by the United Auto
mobile Workers. The U.A.W., like other 
unions, said it believed the treaty would ac
celerate the flow of jobs from the United 
States to Mexico and be used by manage
ment as another hammer in bargaining over 
wages and benefits in this country. Caterpil
lar's relations with the union have been par
ticularly strained since the two sides failed 
to settle on a new contract last year and 
Caterpillar forced workers to call off a strike 
and return to work on its terms. 

HALF-HEARTED EFFORT 

"This is as much of a threat to a Caterpil
lar worker as any other," said James B. 
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O'Conner, a U.A.W. official at Caterpillar. 
" It's just not going to happen here over 
night. " 

Caterpillar has distributed some materials 
attempting to win support among the work
ers for Nafta, but the effort has ben half
hearted. Company officials said the workers 
who supported its position were scared into 
silence by the union 's outspoken opposition. 
Caterpillar has campaigned to drum up sup
port among other employees, suppliers and 
customers, and the 252-member Nafta Illinois 
coalition. 

A telling indication of the size of the gulf 
with the production workers came when Mr. 
Elders was asked whether the side provisions 
on environmental and other issues in the 
pact might contain language that could off
set many of the financial benefits Caterpillar 
saw in Nafta. 

"We haven' t had a good chance to analyze 
the side agreements yet but the reassuring 
thing is that organized labor says they are 
horrible," Mr. Elder said. 

"SYMMETRICAL EXAGGERATIONS" 

In truth, there is no simple way to sepa
rate the potential gains and losses that 
might stem from Nafta from larger issues 
like the huge gap in wage rates that already 
exists between the United States and Mex
ico. That gap has already induced American 
companies to move hundreds of thousands of 
jobs south of the border and will continue to 
attract them whether or not Nafta passes. 

" There are symmetrica,l exaggerations 
from both sides," said Thea Lee, an econo
mist with the Economic Policy Institute, a 
research center in Washington that has been 
generally critical of Nafta. "The Administra
tion talks only about the new jobs related to 
exports without taking into account those 
displaced by imports. But Ross Perot talks 
only about the latter." 

CENTENNIAL CELEBRATION OF 
THE SVOBODA 

HON. GERAID D. KLECZKA 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 
Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, September 15, 

1993, marked the centennial celebration of the 
Svoboda, the official newspaper of the Ukrain
ian National Association. 

I would like to take this opportunity to com
memorate this milestone event, and to recog
nize the significance this publication has had 
for all Ukrainians, both here and abroad. A 
paper of the people, Svoboda has proven its 
dedication to the preservation of Ukrainian 
heritage, while working to promote the demo
cratic ideals this Nation was founded upon. 

The oldest Ukrainian newspaper, and one of 
the oldest ethnic newspapers in the United 
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States, Svoboda has preserved in the long 
struggle for advancement of the Ukrainian
American community. Founded with the goals 
of defending national interests, encouraging 
the people to community activity and socially 
useful work, and raising national conscious
ness, the newspaper has evolved as a critical 
link between promoting Ukrainian heritage and 
encouraging American and Ukrainian patriot
ism. 

Published in both the Ukrainian and English 
languages, Svoboda has been instrumental in 
educating and aiding hundreds of thousands 
around the world for the pa:st 1 00 years. The 
paper has also been vital in the creation of nu
merous social-political organizations, most no
tably the Ukrainian National Organization. 
These organizations have been essential in 
fostering educational, cultural, and social de
velopment within the Ukrainian-American com
munity. 

Equally important to the great inspiration 
and leadership the paper has shown to the 
ethnic community, the Svoboda has been a 
significant source of information for those of 
us in the West about the Ukraine. It was 
through this vital newspaper that Western offi
cials and peoples learned of the history of 
Ukraine's long struggle for independence, from 
the families of the Stalinist regime to the mod
ern day struggles of the early nineties. 

The Svoboda has proved that it is truly a 
peoples' newspaper. In an age when tele
vision media has begun to dominate the print
ed word, I feel it is essential to recognize and 
honor an effective newspaper such as 
Svoboda, for its dedication to the education 
and improvement of the people both in the 
United States and abroad. 

Today, Svoboda defends the newly inde
pendent Ukraine and continues to support ef
forts for the liberation of Ukrainians around the 
world, from Brazil to Bosnia. Along with fulfill
ing its obligation to the Ukrainian community, 
Svoboda continues to achieve its initial goals 
of raising social consciousness and encourag
ing political activism throughout the world. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I would like to com
mend the Ukrainian-American community, par
ticularly members of the Ukrainian National 
Association for their commitment to the en
lightenment of their community. I would now 
like to ask my colleagues to join me in com
memorating this celebration. 

September 21, 1993 
ABORTION CLINIC ARSON 

HON. LYNN C. WOOI.SEY 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, September 21, 1993 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
outrage and frustration to decry yesterday's 
abortion clinic arson in my home State of Cali
fornia. Early reports indicate that this is the lat
est in a long series of violent acts aimed at 
women's health care clinics, their employees, 
and the women who use them. The Family 
Planning Associates building in Bakersfield 
burned down early Monday morning, and the 
fire spread to two other adjacent buildings and 
caused damage to about a dozen other busi
nesses on the same block as the clinic. In 
total, the fire caused 1.4 million dollars' worth 
of damage. It was torched by an arsonist 
whom experts are connecting to the anti
choice movement. 

I am sad, I am angry, but I am not sur
prised. Since 1977, there have been well over 
1,000 violent acts at family planning clinics, in
cluding bombing, arson, assault, battery, and 
murder. The self-avowed right-to-life move
ment has taken a frightening, unforgivable turn 
past sanity. It is not led by peaceful, non
violent protesters. It is now led by self-ap
pointed guardians of public morality-vindic
tive vigilantes who will stop at nothing, even 
murders, to impose their will on American 
women. 

Mr. Speaker, when will the violence against 
women end? When will law enforcement vigor
ously pursue crimes motivated by the anti
choice movement's extremist agenda? 

Now is the time, Mr. Speaker, to enact the 
freedom of access to clinic entrances bill. This 
legislation will go a long way in sending a 
crystal clear message to abortion protesters 
that violence will no longer be tolerated. It 
makes it a felony to prevent an individual from 
entering a medical facility and provides a 
cause of action for those who have been dam
aged by the actions of violent clinic protesters. 

This administration intends to be tough on 
crime, and this bill has been called for by 
none other than Attorney General Janet Reno 
who views this bill as an essential and effec
tive tool in both preventing an prosecuting 
these heinous crimes. 

Every day that goes by without this law is a 
signal to the violent protesters that their ac
tions are deemed as acceptable by the U.S. 
Government. Let us bring the freedom of ac
cess to clinic entrances bill to the floor imme
diately and begin to put an end to the violence 
against women and health care clinics. 
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